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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26, 1952 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
SuscoMMITrrE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Clair Engle, chairman 
of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Eneir. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
be in order for the consideration of H. R. 5743, a bill introduced by 
Mr. Murdock, chairman of our committee, to authorize the construc- 
tion, operation, and maintenance of the initial phase of the Snake 
River reclamation project by the Secretary of the Interior. 

(The bill is as follows:) 


(H. R. 5743, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL To authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the initial phase of 
the Snake River reclamation project by the Secretary of the Interior 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the purposes of controlling and 
utilizing the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries for beneficial objects, 
including generation of hydroelectric power and energy urgently needed for the 
national defense and the civilian economy, navigation and flood control, and for 
purposes incidental to any of the foregoing, the initial phase of the Snake River 
project is authorized to be constructed, substantially in accordance with the 
physical plans therefor set out in the reports referred to hereinafter, by the 
Department of the Interior under the supervision and direction of the Secretary 
of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the Secretary) who, in prosecuting 
his activities under this section and in operating and maintaining said project, 
shall, except as is otherwise provided in this Act, be governed by the Federal 
reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof 
or supplementary thereto). The initial phase of the Snake River project shall 
comprise (a) the Hells Canyon Division, as described in volume 2 of House 
Document Numbered 473, Eighty-first Congress, and as modified by the report 
of the Commissioner of Reclamation approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951; 
and (b) the Seriver Creek power facilities of the Payette Unit of the Mountain 
Home Division, as described in the report of the Commissioner of Reclamation 
approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951. 

Sec. 2. The operation of the Hells Canyon division shall be only such as does 
not conflict with any present beneficial consumptive use, valid under State law, 
of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries, and as does not 
conflict with any future depletion of stream flows arising from future upstream 
diversions for beneficial consumptive uses under State law— 

(1) in a total amount which is reasonable and equitable for the irrigation 
of new and supplemental land developments which are, in total area, like 
those indicated in Chapter IV of the Substantiating Materials to the Hells 
Canyon Project Report, as set forth in volume 2 of House Document Num- 
bered 473, Eighty-first Congress; and 

(2) in a total amount which is reasonable and equitable for future 
upstream consumptive uses for domestic, municipal, stock-water, mining, 
and industrial purposes. 
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Sec. 3. (a) In order to facilitate the development of the upstream areas of 
the Snake River Basin, the major part of which lies within the State of Idaho 
(hereinafter referred to as the State), there is hereby reserved, subject to the 
provisions of this section, for sale to the State, acting through such agency of 
the State as may be created by State law for the purpose of marketing the 
power so reserved for use within the State, from the Hells Canyon Dam power 
plant and from other Federal power plants interconnected therewith, three 
hundred thousand kilowatts of power and such energy associated therewith as 
is required from time to time to meet the State’s loads, the State’s maximum 
contract demand at any time within this reservation not to exceed three hundred 
thousand kilowatts. The State, acting through such State agency, may purchase 
the power so reserved from the United States, under contracts with the Secretary 
containing such terms and conditions, not inconsistent with the Federal recla- 
mation laws as supplemented by this Act, as may be agreed upon between the 
Secretary and the State. Any such contract shall provide, among other things, 
that— 

(1) rates to be paid by the State for various classes and conditions of 
service shall, on the interconnection of the Hells Canyon Dam power plant 
with other Federal power plants in the Columbia River Basin and the 
establishment of system-wide rates for the interconnected plants, be not 
more than the most favorable established by the Secretary and currently 
available for similar classes and conditions of service, including conditions 
pertaining to points of delivery from the interconnected plants. Prior to 
such interconnection and the establishment of such rates, the rates to 
be paid by the State shall not be more than the most favorable established 
by the Secretary and currently available for similar classes and conditions 
of service from the Snake River project; 

(2) The full faith and credit of the State shall be pledged to the fulfill- 
ment of the obligations of the contract; 

(3) any contract by the State agency for the resale or other disposition 
of power purchased under this section shall have a maximum term of not to 
exceed twenty years; and 

(4) the contract may, at the option of the State, be renewed from time 
to time on terms consistent with this Act, the total term of any contract 
with such renewals not to exceed forty years from the first delivery of 
power thereunder; and may, at the option of the State, be renewed from 
time to time beyond such forty-year period but only in accordance with 
the provisions of law which, as of the time of any such renewal, control 
the exercise of such option by the State. 

(b) The reservation provided for in subsection (a) of this section shall 
terminate at the end of five years from the date of the approval of this Act 
unless a qualified State agency which is ready to act for the State in marketing 
the reserve power and energy, and in discharging the obligations of the State 
under contracts made pursuant to this section, shall be in existence at the end of 
such five-year period. 

(c) The reservation provided for in subsection (a) of this section shall be 
made effective in the following manner: Not less than four years before the 
first power is scheduled to become available from the Hells Canyon Dam power 
plant, the Secretary shall furnish to the State a schedule setting forth the 
amounts of power and energy to become available from that plant and the dates 
at which such amounts will become available. The Secretary shall promptly 
notify the State of any changes in that schedule. The State shall, from time to 
time, give notice to the Secretary of such part of the reserved power and energy 
as it desires to purchase and of the date when it desires delivery of such part to 
commerce. The delivery date in each such notice shall be consistent with the 
schedule, as it may be revised from time to time, and shall not, except with the 
approval of the Secretary, be earlier than two years from the date on which that 
notice is given. Notices given by the State shall not, without the Secretary’s 
approval, specify commencement of delivery of more than one hundred thou- 
sand kilowatts in any consecutive twelve-month period. Any power and 
energy covered by a notice which is not purchased by the State by the delivery 
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date specified in such notice shall cease to be reserved for the State, and any 


part of the entire reservation which the State has not purchased with the delivery 
commencing within eight years of the date when power first became available 
from the Hells Canyon Dam power plant shall also cease to be reserved for the 
State. To the extent, however, that delivery to the State of any part of the 
reserved power and energy is delayed by reason of its disposition to serve defense 
power requirements under subsection (d) of this section, the Secretary shall so 
advise the State, and the time for its purchase by the State, pursuant to appro- 
priate notice, shall be correspondingly extended. A purchase, within the meaning 
of this subsection, shall have been effected, as to any part of the reserved power 
and energy, only if by the delivery date stated in the State’s notice therefor, the 
State shall have obligated itself for such power and energy by a contract or con- 
tracts, pursuant to subsection (a) of this section, under which charges for the 
availability of such power and energy shall begin to accrue on such delivery date. 

(d) Notwithstanding the reservation for the State made by this section, the 
Secretary shall have the continuing right, for the purpose of meeting deiense 
power requirements, as certified by the agency of the United States charged with 
the responsibility of allocating power supplies to meet defense requirements, to 
dispose of reserved power and energy not contracted for by the State for such 
period or periods as he determines to be necessary to meet the defense require- 
ments so certified. In each such case, the amount of reserved power and energy 
disposed of to meet such defense requirements shall become available for delivery 
to the State as soon as the Secretary determines that the reserved power and 
energy theretofore required to meet the certified defense load is no longer 
required for that purpose. 

(e) The reservation of power and energy made by this section shall not include 
power made available to the State from Federal power plants located wholly 
within the State, and shall not be construed as a limitation upon the eligibility 
of the State as a preference customer under applicable Federal statutes to pur- 
chase power from the Hells Canyon Dam power plant, or other Federal power 
plants, in excess of the amount reserved for sale to the State by this section. 
Nor shall such reservation be construed as a limitation upon the authority of 
the Secretary to dispose of reserved power and energy to purchasers other than 
the State, for the period prior to the time of the required delivery of such power 
and energy to the State, or to dispose of unreserved power to purchasers other 
than the State, and any such disposition may be for use within the State or 
elsewhere. 

Sec. 4. (a) The initial works of the Snake River project authorized by section 
1 of this Act and any additional works or divisions, including the irrigation 
features of the Payette Unit of the Mountain Home Division, that may be author- 
ized as hereinafter provided shall be treated as one project for the purpose, 
among others, of providing for the application of project revenues to the return 
of reimbursable costs in accordance with the provisions of the Federal reclama- 
tion laws. Additional Federal reclamation developments proposed to be con- 
structed in the Central and Upper Snake River Basin may be authorized as 
works or divisions of the Snake River project, but only if such authorization is 
specifically provided by an Act of Congress. Recommendations by the Secretary 
with respect to such authorization shall be made in connection with the Secre- 
tary’s report and findings under section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939 (53 Stat. 1187), which report shall inelude findings as to the costs and 
benefits of the proposed developments and as to the effect of such authorization 
on the project’s power rate structure. 

(b) The term “Central and Upper Snake River Basin” as used in this Act 
shall mean the area comprising the drainage basin of the Snake River and its 
tributaries down to and including the Grande Ronde River. 

(c) The provisions of this section shall be operative only until such time as a 
basin account of more extensive geographic application within the Pacific North- 
west has been established pursuant to statute which makes provision for the 
inclusion of the Snake River project in such account. 

Sec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be required to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION No. 862 


Report FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR ON H, R. 5743, A Bint To AUTHORIZE 
THE CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF THE INITIAL PHASE OF 
THE SNAKE RIVER RECLAMATION PROJECT BY THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 


UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., October 8, 1951. 
Hon. Sam Raysurn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. SPEAKER: Attached for consideration by the Congress is a draft 
of bill to authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the initial 
phase of the Snake River reclamation project by the Secretary of the Interior. 
Also attached are the two reports of the Commissioner of Reclamation referred to 
in section 1 of the draft and a letter, dated August 15, 1951, from the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget concerning this proposed bill. 

I request that this draft of bill be referred to the appropriate committee for 
consideration, and I recommend that it be enacted. 

Authorization of the initial features of the Snake River project, as provided 
for in the proposed bill, is needed at this time as an aid in the achievement of 
power supply in the Northwest adequate to the needs of the continuing defense 
program. The Hells Canyon division of the proposed project would provide 
major new generating capacity for the Pacific Northwest. The Payette unit of 
the Mountain Home division would, through the proposed Scriver Creek power 
facilities, also add significantly to that capacity. 

The power situation in the Pacific Northwest is extremely serious. Energy 
requirements of distributors, existing industry, and new industry now seeking 
certification from defense authorities will exceed resources under minimum water 
conditions for the next 5 years. By 1953-54 the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion will be delivering about 600,000 kilowatts to defense industries on an inter- 
ruptible basis. This Department, in order to secure maximum production for 
defense needs, has authorized the certification of defense industries in the Pacific 
Northwest up to the level of hydroelectric power available under median water 
conditions, those conditions or better having prevailed in about 20 out of the 
past 26 years. In case of less than median water conditions, either part of the 
interruptible industrial loads will have to be curtailed, thus reducing production 
of essential commodities for defense, or civilian loads will have to be cut back. 

New generating capacity must be installed in the Pacific Northwest in order 
to (1) firm up the interruptible defense industrial loads, (2) provide power for 
new defense industries, (3) provide distributors with the power necessary for 
their normal expansion, and (4) provide power for the continuing needs of the 
area’s economy. 

The national defense program requires the continued development of hydro- 
electric power in order to meet the energy requirements for expansion of light 
metals, chemicals, steel, and other products. The Economic Report of the Presi- 
dent transmitted to Congress in January 1951, stated: “Expansion of capacity 
now planned in atomic energy, chemicals, and aluminum, and other materials 
related to the defense effort, will impose an additional load of 4 to 414 million 
kilowatts on our power facilities.” 

The Snake River project is strategically located to supply defense power 
requirements. Downstream generation attributable to the project will be ad- 
jacent to defense loads in the coastal areas. The Hells Canyon and Scriver 
Creek plants will be available for defense requirements in southern Idaho. 
That those loads will be substantial is evidenced by the receipt of several requests 
for power for electric furnace production of elemental phosphorus in southern 
Idaho from local rock deposits. If power is available within 6 or 7 years at rates 
compiarable to those then in effect elsewhere in the Columbia Basin, demands for 
electric furnace elemental phosphorus in southern Idaho will reach 150,000 to 
200,000 kilowatts in addition to loads of this type now being served by the Idaho 
Power Co. 

The Snake River project, which with its downstream benefits and integration 
with the Federal transmission system, will provide substantial amounts of new 
power, will help to alleviate the power shortage. Large as this additional block 
of power will be, it will not be sufficient, even when added to the output of plants 
now under construction, to provide the region with the energy necessary to satisfy 
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its normal requirements. Other projects, in addition to the Snake R r project, 
should be started immediately. 

These power developments are urgently required for the long-run economic 
growth of the Pacific Northwest as well as for the defense industry. VPower 
market studies made in 1947 by the Bonneville Power Administration and the 
Federal Power Commission indicated that an increase of more than 7 million 
kilowatts of installed generating capacity would be needed by the period 1960— 
70 to provide for normal load growth, as then anticipated. The program 
developed to meet these normal requirements included the construction of the 
Hells Canyon division and Scriver Creek power facilities of the Mountain Home 
division. No substitutes for these developments in that long-term program 
have been proposed or are available. They are therefore integral parts of the 
plan to meet normal power needs of the region. 

The Snake River project constitutes the only Federal hydroelectric power 
development in the Pacific Northwest not yet authorized for which authoriza- 
tion is being sought. As the need for the early authorization of, and appropria- 
tion of funds for, such developments, the Defense Electrical Power Administrator 
on June 22 advised Senator Hayden, chairman of the Interior Department 
Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee, that— 

“In order to restore capacity in the Pacific Northwest to an amount which 
will be sufficient to meet capacity requirements subsequent to the 1953-54 
period, appropriations for new projects not yet authorized must be obtained 
at an early date and it will be necessary to continue the new starts in the 
future in order to maintain a satisfactory power situation in the Pacific North- 
west after a reasonable balance between load and capacity is once obtained.” 

The Hells Canyon Dam and power plant are of such magnitude that under 
normal conditions a construction period of about 8 years would be required, 
with the first power to be available in about 6 years from the commencement 
of the construction. On an expedited construction schedule, however, one 
generating unit of the power plant could be ready for production within 4 
years from the actual start of construction, and 1,000,000 acre-feet of usable 
storage could be available within 5 vears of that date, but such a program would 
undoubtedly increase the total project cost. The necessity of the Hells Canyon 
development as a part of the defense program has been affirmed by the President, 
and his budget proposals for the fiscal year 1952 include an item of $8,000,000 
to be requested for initiating construction of this undertaking upon its 
authorization. 

Current studies of the Hells Canyon power plant in relation to other Federal 
plants, both existing and authorized, in the Columbia River Basin with which 
it could be interconnected indicate that 1,480,500 kilowatts of total system 
nominal prime power capability would be creditable to the operation of the 
Hells Canyon power plant and Hells Canyon storage. Of this total, GS8,000 
kilowatts of nominal prime power would be generated at the Hells Canyon 
power plant and 742,500 kilowatts of such power would be generated at other 
power plants. This great increase in generating capability at other power 
plants would be made possible by a combination of two factors. One is the 
storage of water in Hells Canyon Reservoir for release to downstream plants 
as needed by them. The other is the use of existing and proposed transmis- 
sion facilities in integrating the operation of the Helis Canyon power plant 
with the other Federal plants in the Columbia River system. While the increase 
in generating capabilities realizable from such integration is quite substantial, 
the amount so realizable which has been attributed to the Hells Canyon develop- 
ment has been limited to that which is considered its reasonable share. 

The only portions of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division that would 
be authorized for construction by the proposed bill are the Scriver Creek power 
facilities. These facilities would provide an additional 88,000 kilowatts of 
prime power prior to the installation of the potential irrigation facilities of 
that division, which are not, however, proposed for authorization in the attached 
draft of bill. Under a normal construction schedule, these power facilities 
could be in production about 4 years from the date actual construction is 
started and would be completed within 6 years. Under an expedited program, 
both dates could be brought nearer by 1 year, with a relatively small increase 
in cost. 

Within the framework of existing reclamation law, the financial feasibility of 
the irrigation features of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division would 
be dependent upon assistance from power revenues other than those which 
could be made available from the works of that unit, including the Scriver 
Creek power facilities. As already stated, the proposed bill does not include 
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authorization for the irrigation features of the Payette unit. However, exclusion 
of the irrigation features from the scope of the proposed bill would not preclude 
the needed assistance from being made available in the event these irrigation 
works should be authorized at a later date. During the second session of the 
Eighty-first Congress there was proposed an amendment to the rivers and harbors 
bill which would, by means of a Columbia Basin account, have provided for the 
establishment of a basin-wide pooling plan for the Pacific Northwest. While this 
amendment was tabled at that time, I am convinced that its substance should be 
enacted into law in the near future. Were that to be done, adequate authority 
would exist for providing financial assistance to the irrigation features of the 
Payette unit, if subsequently authorized by the Congress, out of power revenues 
from other Federal developments in the Pacific Northwest, including the Hells 
Canyon Dam and power plant. The same result would be accomplished if the 
Congress were at some future date to authorize construction of the irrigation 
works of the Payette unit as a part of the Snake River project, since section 4 
of the attached draft permits application of the power revenues from the Hells 
Canyon division, or other divisions of that project, to any irrigation development 
in the central and upper Snake River Basin subsequently so authorized. It 
should be noted that section 4 is designed to serve as an interim arrangement 
pending the enactment of legislation to establish a pooling plan for the entire 
Pacific Northwest along the lines of the Columbia Basin account. 

In addition to the hydroelectric power that the high dam at Hells Canyon would 
make available, it would provide a major addition to the flood-control program 
on the Snake and Columbia Rivers. Following the disastrous flood of 1948, 
the President directed the Departments of the Army and the Interior to take 
steps to provide as much flood control protection as possible. The Army 308 
Review Report described the need for over 25 million acre-feet of storage prop- 
erly distributed throughout the region in order to control floods equal to the 
major floods of record at The Dalles. The Hells Canyon Dam is the major 
storage and control facility for the Snake River and without it flood control of 
the lower Columbia through regulation of the Snake River cannot be attained. 

While the site of the Hells Canyon development is above the canalized section 
of the river system, the proposed development would have important navigational 
effects. The reservoir pool will provide a waterway permitting the economical 
transportation of valuable, but now unworked, mineral deposits in the canyon 
to main-line railroad transportation at the head of the pool. The release of 
storage from the Hells Canyon Reservoir also will make a contribution to the 
flow of the lower Snake and Columbia Rivers and would thus serve to promote 
navigation. The large amount of power to be generated at Hells Canyon and 
Scriver Creek will, of course, stimulate the production of articles of commerce 
which will utilize the improved lower Snake and Columbia River waterway. A 
further important contribution that the Hells Canyon division will make to 
navigation is the deubling of the amount of firm power which can be generated 
at the four dams of the lower Snake River project of the Corps of Engineers. 
This increased power capability, by greatly enhancing the economic value of 
the lower Snake River project, will undoubtedly speed the construction of the 
four dams in that project and so hasten canalization of the Snake River from 
its confluence with the Columbia River to Lewiston. 

Provision is made in section 2 of the bill to insure that the operation of the 
Hells Canyon development shall be such as not to preclude reasonable increases 
of consumptive uses of water upstream for various purposes such as irrigation, 
stock water, industry, and mining. It is important in the circumstances pre- 
vailing in the Snake River Basin that steps be taken to insure a reasonable 
balance as between present power uses and future upstream consumptive uses 
of water. The provisions of section 2 of the bill meet this test, and upstream 
depletions of the magnitude permitted by that section are reflected in all finan- 
cial studies of the Hells Canyon development. It is, in fact, the opinion of this 
Department that the situation in the Snake River Basin requires also that pro- 
visions along those lines for an equitable sharing of the limited water supplies 
as between present power and future consumptive use, principally irrigation, be 
inserted in Federal licenses to private concerns involving the use of Snake River 
water for power purposes where the availability of a water supply for future 
consumptive uses would otherwise be adversely affected. 

Section 3 of the bill reserves for purchase by the State of Idaho a block of 
300,000 kilowatts of power and the energy associated therewith. The section 
further provides that the State shall, disregarding adjustments by reason of 
defense commitments, purchase the reserved power within 8 vears of the date 
that power first becomes available from the Hells Canyon power plant; and that 
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each contract may be renewed by the State, on the giving of appropriate notice, 
for a maximum term (40 years) like that permitted under the Federal reclama- 
tion laws. Renewals beyond that maximum term may be made if permitted 
under the governing statutes as of the date of each such renewal. Power will 
be made available to the State at the same rates as those charged for like classes 
and conditions of service to other purchasers served by the Hells Canyon power 
plant, having regard to whether that plant is interconnected with other Federal 
plants and whether system-wide rates are available to that plant. Since power 
rates are required to be adjusted from time to time to meet the requirements of 
the Federal reclamation laws it is contemplated that, in long-term contracts, 
provisions will be inserted for the adjustment of rates, either up or down, and 
that renewal contracts will be governed by such rate-adjustment provisions. 
The various terms of purchase contracts not specified in the section are to be 
those worked out between the State and the Secretary which are not incon- 
sistent with the Federal reclamation laws, as supplemented by the proposed 
bill. 

River basins constitute single units for comprehensive improvement programs. 
Therefore, as a general proposition, the power produced at Federal projects 
within a river basin should be made available under similar terms to the entire 
basin to the extent that the power is capable of economic distribution through- 
out the entire basin, rather than being reserved, in whole or in part, for specific 
areas Within the basin. Neither the rational and orderly development of the 
basins resources nor the making of electric energy available to each locality 
in the basin according to its needs is necessarily enhanced, and might be ad- 
versely affected, by the establishment of area reservations on the output of 
power sites which happen to lie within the confines of a given State or States. 

On the other hand, major Federal power developments that would make possi- 
ble the sale of large blocks of power from the Federal system in Idaho have not 
heretofore been undertaken, Hells Canyon being among the first to be given 
serious consideration. In these circumstances, Idaho is in the position, by 
comparison with the States in the region farther to the west of a relatively 
underdeveloped upstream area. It is important to bear in mind in this connec- 
tion that potential loads at tidewater, in the absence of some sort of reservation, 
might conceivably absorb the output of major Federal power plants before Idaho 
users were prepared to utilize significant quantities of power. 

The only fundamental solution in the long run to the problem of an equitable 
distribution of the regional power supply is, of course, a developmental and 
marketing program of sufficient magnitude and timing to meet all regional needs, 
so that there would be no necessity of allocating a limited power supply through 
area reservations. Nevertheless, pending that fundamental solution, a reserva- 
tion such as that proposed in this bill can serve to insure a balanced regional 
development as between upstream and downstream areas. While this objective 
might better be served by a reservation of a block of power for sale by the 
United States in the area of Idaho, rather than by the reservation of a block 
for sale to the State as such, a considerable sentiment appears to have developed 
in Idaho for the State to play a direct role in the development of its resources 
through a State power-marketing program. The circumstances of the present 
case, therefore, appear to justify a reservation for sale to the State to the extent 
particularized in the bill. It should be noted that the provisions respecting the 
State’s allocation are so drawn as not to impinge upon the Government’s ability 
to supply power for defense loads, without regard to the location within the 
region of such loads, a matter which, of course, must be given first consideration. 

Finally, let me emphasize that quite aside from the terms of any reservation, 
the programs of this Department, within the limits of the powers granted to it, 
are directed to the full development of upstream resources, including those in 
Idaho. The development of the State’s phosphate deposits, above referred to, 
is dependent to a great extent upon the availability of low-cost power which 
the Federal system can supply. In this connection, it is of some importance to 
note that nothing in section 3 precludes the direct marketing of power by the 
United States within the State. 

The major features of the proposed bill were discussed in a series of confer- 
ences between this Department and a group representing the Southwestern 
Idaho Water Conservation Project, Inc., a civic organization representing both 
rural and urban areas in southwestern Idaho, and a number of other local 
interests. Both the present Governor of the State and his immediate predeces- 
sor participated in some of these conferences, as did members of the Idaho con- 
gressional delegation. It has not been possible to include in the proposed bill 
provisions covering all of the matters on which discussion was had. I am sure, 
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however, that the discussions were profitable in allowing the conferees to under- 
stand each other's point of view and in enabling them to reach full agreement 
upon many provisions of the draft. 

articular emphasis was placed by the Idaho group in these discussions 
upon the inclusion of the provisions of section 3 of the draft of bill. Since 
these conferences, certain other local interests have begun to make their views 
known by means of letters to this Department. These others appear to stress 
primarily the necessity for there being marketed within the State sufficient 
federally produced power to enable the effective development of the State’s 
resources, rather than the creation of a State marketing agency as such. 

It is only fair to state that the proposed bill does not include one power market- 
ing provision which was vigorously pressed at the conferences, but with which 
I could not agree. The provision in question would involve the addition of the 
following language at the end of subsection 3 (a) of the proposed bill: 

“To the extent not inconsistent with State law, as it may be amended from 
time to time, the State will promote the widespread and abundant use of power 
and energy to the ultimate consumers at the lowest practicable rates consistent 
with sound business principles, and will make the power and energy contracted 
for available in accordance with the same preferences as are provided in the 
Federal reclamation laws.” 

The Idaho group proposed this language in order to permit the State to set 
up, if it chooses to do so specifically through appropriate State legislation, re- 
sale marketing arrangements that are wholly at variance with policies which 
the Federal statutes make applicable, generally, to other Federal projects. 

In a long line of statutes going back to 1906, the Congress at various times 
has explicitly stated in its various acts pertaining to the marketing of power 
generated by Federal projects (1) that preference in the sale of such power 
shall be given to public bodies and cooperatives, (2) that the power shall be 
transmitted and disposed of in such manner as to encourage the most widespread 
use, and (3) that such disposition shall be at the lowest possible rates consistent 
with sound business principles. The reason for this long-continued policy is 
clear. It is fundamental that the public should obtain the benefits to be derived 
from a Federal development of water resources, a public heritage, through the 
investment of public funds. It is an American tradition of long standing that 
public works should not be built simply to enrich the few at public expense, 
and the preference clauses have proved an effective instrument for preventing 
monopolization, in this sense, of the Nation's natural resources by limited private 
groups. 

At the same time, I can interpose no objection to the fact that the State of 
Idaho, embarking on a power marketing program of its own, may desire to 
recognize special local development problems, if this would not be out of keeping 
with the basic purposes of the Federal preference provisions. This objective 
can best be accomplished through a contract between the Government and the 
State power distribution agency. This Department has, in fact, recognized 
heretofore the need for taking account of the special provisions of State law 
preferences when contracting with State agencies. A State agency, such as 
Idaho must establish by State legislation in order to claim the reservation set 
up in this bill, would have a preference status under the Federal reclamation 
laws, assuming, of course, that it is not established merely as a hollow shell 
calculated to insulate the actual marketing process from the operation of these 
laws. 

If, however, the provision proposed by the Idaho group, as above quoted, should 
be enacted by the Congress, and if the State were to enact preference provisions 
in any way inconsistent with the Federal preferences, the State provisions, to 
the extent of their inconsistency with the Federal provisions, would control 
the State’s resale of power and the policies Congress has established in past 
legislation would, to that extent, be nullified. If, however, the State marketing 
enactment were silent as to preference provisions, the Federal preferences would 
govern. To the extent that the State provisions might turn out to be funda- 
mentally at variance with the Federal provisions, the citizens of Idaho could be 
placed at a lasting disadvantage in obtaining the distribution of power from the 
Federal system on the terms most beneficial to them. 

The reference to the Federal marketing policies in express terms as set forth 
in the provision desired by the Idaho group might perhaps serve as a strong moral 
force to keep open for the people of Idaho the opportunities afforded by these 
Federal policies. On the other hand, the qualifying language at the beginning 
of this provision could invite attempts by selfish pressure groups to capture the 
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State’s power-marketing machinery, if only for the tempo rary period needed to 
enter into contracts that would establish a monopolist ic pattern of power distri- 
bution designed to endure for many years. ‘I he provision in question thus: might 
well have the effect of eliminating the competitive element which the Federal 
preference clauses have interjected into the electric utility business enna 
they have been applicable. The whole developmental purpose of an authoriza- 
tion of this character might thus be inhibited, if not destroy ed. 

I have, therefore, informed the Idaho group that I could not agree to the 
addition of their suggested provision. As I have indicated above, the solution 
could well be contractural provisions which would recognize such State prefer- 
ence provisions, not out of harmony with the spirit of the Federal preference 
provisions, as are enacted by Idaho to meet its local developmental problems. 
Hearings on the proposed legislation would seem to afford an appropriate forum 
for exploring the particular preference provisions the State executive may have 
in mind to recommend to the State legislature. Certainly in the absence of 
concrete indications of the State’s proposed course of action, I would recommend 
that the Congress not enact the provision advanced by the Idaho group. 

One final point bearing upon the proposed legislation needs comment. The 
Idaho Power Co. has an existing small development, known as the Oxbow plant, 
with an installed capacity of about 2,8000 kilowatts. The Oxbow site would be 
flooded by Hells Canyon Reservoir, if Hells Canyon Dam is constructed. The 
company would of course, be compensated, in that event, pursuant to law for 
the taking of whatever rights it may have. However, the company now has 
pending before the Federal Power Commission an application for a license for 
the enlargement of the Oxbow development. Were such an enlargement to be 
authorized, it would have the effect of precluding the Hells Canyon development 
with a consequent net loss of power capacity to the Pacific Northwest of tre- 
mendous magnitude. In response to a request from the Commission for my 
views on the company’s pending application, I have advised it of my opposition 
and my reasons therefor. My views are fully set forth in the attached copy of 
my letter to the Federal Power Commission dated May 21, 1951. 

The power company has looked upon the enlargement of Oxbow and the con- 
struction of certain additional developments, all of which would be inundated 
by Hells Canyon Reservoir, as a principal means of supplying a considerable 
portion of its power requirements. In order to meet this problem, and as one 
of the means of making important quantities of federally produced power avail- 
able to the area served by the company, I have advised it of my desire to negotiate 
a contract to provide on a reasonably long-term basis a substantial portion of 
the company’s power supply, with deliveries to be contingent upon authorization 
and construction of the Hells Canyon Dam and power plant. Discussions with 
the company have already commenced, and it is my hope that this arrangement 
may develop into a pattern for taking care of the company’s long-term load growth. 

At the outset of this letter, I dealt at length with the necessity for the Hells 
Canyon development from the standpoint of defense power requirements. This 
necessity is also clearly pointed out in the attached letter from the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget. In concluding that letter the Director states: 

“I have discussed this matter with the President and he has authorized me 
to advise you as follows: The need for additional power in the Pacifie North- 
west is so essential that he strongly favors the immediate authorization and con- 
struction of the Hells Canyon power development. Authorization of the Scriver 
Creek power features would be without objection since they have already re- 
ceived Presidential approval as part of the Columbia Basin comprehensive plan. 
They should not, however, be permitted to impede authorization of the Hells 
Canyon project. Also, since reservations concerning use of upstream water for 
beneficial consumptive use in accordance with State laws conforms with approved 
policy, there would be no objection to the inclusion of such provisions in the draft 
legislation. With respect to the irrigation features of the Mountain Home proj- 
ect he believes that they raise such questions of basic economic policy which’ can 
be applied to many other works of improvement that he is not in position to 
recommend their authorization at this time.” 

The foregoing letter was, it should be observed, addressed to an earlier draft 
of bill than the one that is attached. The present draft represents a rewrite of 
the earlier version which reflects the consideration given to this matter by 
the President and the Bureau of the Budget. Accordingly, I am authorized 
to advise that enactment of the proposed bill would be in accordance with the 
program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L, CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
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A BILL To authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the initial phase of 
the Snake River reclamation project by the Secretary of the Interior 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the purposes of controlling and 
utilizing the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries for beneficial objects, 
including generation of hydroelectric power and energy urgently needed for the 
national defense and the civilian economy, navigation and flood control, and for 
purposes incidental to any of the foregoing, the initial phase of the Snake River 
project is authorized to be constructed, substantially in accordance with the 
physical plans therefor set out in the reports referred to hereinafter, by the 
Department of the Interior under the supervision and direction of the Secretary 
of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the Secretary) who, in prosecuting his 
activities under this section and in operating and maintaining said project, shall, 
except as is otherwise provided in this act, be governed by the Federal reclama- 
tion laws (act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and acts amendatory thereof or 
supplementary thereto). The initial phase of the Snake River project shall 
comprise (a) the Hells Canyon division, as described in volume 2 of House 
Document numbered 473, Eighty-first Congress, and as modified by the report of 
the Commissioner of Reclamation approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951; 
and (b) the Scriver Creek power facilities of the Payette unit of the Mountain 
Home division, as described in the report of the Commissioner of Reclamation 
approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951. 

Sec, 2. The operation of the Hells Canyon Division shall be only such as does 
not conflict with any present beneficial consumptive use, valid under State law, of 
the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries, and as does not 
conflict with any future depletion of stream flows arising from future upstream 
diversions for beneficial consumptive uses under State law— 

(1) in a total amount which is reasonable and equitable for the irrigation 
of new and supplemental land developments which are, in total area, like 
those indicated in Chapter IV of the Substantiating Materials to the Hells 
Canyon project report, as set forth in Volume 2 of House Document Num- 
bered 473, Eighty-first Congress; and 

(2) in a total amount which is reasonable and equitable for future up- 
stream consumptive uses for domestic, municipal, stock-water, mining, and 
industrial purposes. 

Sec. 3. (a) In order to facilitate the development of the upstream areas of the 
Snake River Basin, the major part of which lies within the State of Idaho (here- 
inafter referred to as the State), there is hereby reserved, subject to the pro- 
visions of this section, for sale to the State, acting through such agency of the 
State as may be created by State law for the purpose of marketing the power so 
reserved for use within the State, from the Hells Canyon Dam power plant and 
from other Federal power plants interconnected therewith, 300,000 kilowatts of 
power and such energy associated therewith as is required from time to time 
to meet the State’s loads, the State’s maximum contract demand at any time 
within this reservation not to exceed 300,000 kilowatts. The State, acting 
through such State agency, may purchase the power so reserved from the 
United States, under contracts with the Secretary containing such terms and 
conditions, not inconsistent with the Federal reclamation laws as _ supple- 
mented by this Act, as may be agreed upon between the Secretary and the State. 
Any such contract shall provide, among other things, that— 

(1) Rates-to be paid by the State for various classes and conditions of 
service shall, on the interconnection of the Hells Canyon Dam power plant 
with other Federal power plants in the Columbia River Basin and the es- 
tablishment of system-wide rates for the interconnected plants, be not more 
than the most favorable established by the Secretary and currently avail- 
able for similar classes and conditions of service, including conditions per- 
taining to points of delivery from the interconnected plants. Prior to such 
interconnection and the establishment of such rates, the rates to be paid 
by the State shall be not more than the most favorable established by the 
Secretary and currently available for similar classes and conditions of 
service from the Snake River project. 

(2) The full faith and credit of the State shall be pledged to the fulfill- 
ment of the obligations of the contract. 

(3) Any contract by the State agency for the resale or other disposition of 
power purchased under this section shall have a maximum term of not to 
exceed 20 years. 

(4) The contract may, at the option of the State, be renewed from time 
to time on terms consistent with this Act, the total term of any contract with 
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such renewals not to exceed 40 years from the first delivery of power there- 
under; and may, at the option of the State, be renewed from time to time 
beyond such 40-year period but only in accordance with the provisions of 
law which, as of the time of any such renewal, control the exercise of such 
option by the State. 

(b) The reservation provided for in subsection (a) of this section shall termi- 
nate at the end of five years from the date of the approval of this Act unless a 
qualified State agency which is ready to act for the State in marketing the 
reserved power and energy, and in discharging the obligations of the State 
under contracts made pursuant to this section, shall be in existence at the end 
of such five-year period. 

(c) The reservation provided for in subsection (a) of this section shall be 
made effective in the following manner: Not less than four years before the first 
power is scheduled to become available from the Hells Canyon Dam power 
plant, the Secretary shall furnish to the State a schedule setting forth the 
amounts of power and energy to become available from that plant and the dates 
at which such amounts will become available. The Secretary shall promptly 
notify the State of any changes in that schedule. The State shall, from time to 
time, give notice to the Secretary of such part of the reserve power and energy 
as it desires to purchase and of the date when it desires delivery of such part to 
commence. The delivery date in each such notice shall be consistent with the 
schedule, as it may be revised from time to time, and shall not, except with the 
approval of the Secretary, be earlier than two years from the date on which 
that notice is given. Notices given by the State shall not, without the Secretary’s 
approval, specify commencement of delivery of more than 100,000 kilowatts in 
any consecutive 12-month period. Any power and energy covered by a notice 
which is not purchased by the State by the delivery date specified in such notice 
shall cease to be reserved for the State, and any part of the entire reservation 
which the State has not purchased with the delivery commencing within eight 
years of the date when power first became available from the Hells Canyon Dam 
power plant shall also cease to be reserved for the State. To the extent, however, 
that delivery to the State of any part of the reserved power and energy is de- 
layed by reason of its disposition to serve defense power requirements under 
subsection (d) of this section, the Secretary shall so advise the State, and the 
time for its purchase by the State, pursuant to appropriate notice, shall be 
correspondingly extended. A purchase, within the meaning of this subsection, 
shall have been effected, as to any part of the reserved power and energy, only 
if by the delivery date stated in the State’s notice therefor, the State shall 
have obligated itself for such power and energy by a contract or contracts, pur- 
suant to subsection (a) of this section, under which charges for the availability 
of such power and energy shall begin to accrue on such delivery date. 

(d) Notwithstanding the reservation for the State made by this section, the 
Secretary shall have the continuing right, for the purpose of meeting defense 
power requirements, as certified by the agency of the United States charged 
with the responsibility of allocating power supplies to meet defense require- 
ments, to dispose of reserved power and energy not contracted for by the State 
for such period or periods as he determines to be necessary to meet the defense 
requirements so certified. In each such case, the amount of reserved power 
and energy disposed of to meet such defense requirements shall become avail- 
able for delivery to the State as soon as the Secretary determines that the 
reserved power and energy theretofore required to meet the certified defense 
load is no longer required for that purpose. 

(e) The reservation of power and energy made by this section shall not in- 
clude power made available to the State from Federal power plants located 
wholly within the State, and shall not be construed as a limitation upon the_ 
eligibility of the State as a preference customer under applicable Federal statutes 
to purchase power from the Hells Canyon Dam power plant, or other Federal 
power plants, in excess of the amount reserved for sale to the State by this 
section. Nor shall such reservation be construed as a limitation upon the au- 
thority of the Secretary to dispose of reserved power and energy to purchasers 
other than the State, for the period prior to the time of the required delivery 
of such power and energy to the State, or to dispose of unreserved power to 
purchasers other than the State, and any such disposition may be for use within 
the State or elsewhere. 

Sec. 4. (a) The initial works of the Snake River project authorized by section 
1 of this Act and any additional works or divisions, including the irrigation fea- 
tures of the Payette Unit of the Mountain Home Division, that may be author- 
ized as hereinafter provided shall be treated as one project for the purpose, 
among others, of providing for the application of project revenues to the return 
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of reimbursable costs in accordance with the provisions of the Federal Reclama- 
tion Laws. Additional Federal reclamation developments proposed to be con- 
structed in the Central and Upper Snake River Basin may be authorized as 
works or divisions of the Snake River project, but only if such authorization is 
specifically provided by an Act of Congress. Recemmendations by the Secretary 
with respect to such authorization shall be made in connection with the Secre- 
tary’s report and findings under section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939 (53 Stat. 1187), which report shall include findings as to the costs and 
benefits of the proposed developments and as to the effect of such authorization 
on the project’s power rate structure. 

(b) The term “Central and Upper Snake River Basin” as used in this Act 
shall mean the area comprising the drainage basin of the Snake River and its 
tributaries down to and including the Grande Ronde River. 

(c) The provisions of this section shall be operative only until such time as 
a basin account of more extensive geographic application within the Pacific 
Northwest has been established pursuant to statute which makes provision 
for the inclusion of the Snake River project in such account. 

Sec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be required to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. 





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., August 15, 1951 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: This is in reply to your letter of June 12, 1951, 
proposing a bill to authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the Snake River project, ldaho-Oregon-Wyoming, and for related purposes. 

Your draft bill, developed in cooperation with local jnterests, proposes the 
authorization of the Hells Canyon project, one of the key dams in the Columbia 
Basin comprehensive plan. This draft also imeludes the authorization of the 
Payette unit of the Mountain Home project, the establishment of a Snake River 
Basin account, provisions for operation of Hells Canyon Dam and Reservoir so 
as not to conflict with upstream beneficial consumptive water uses under 
State laws, and certain reservations of power that my be developed in the 
Hells Canyon project. 

In his 1952 budget, transmitted to the Congress last January, the President 
pointed out that although long-range improvement of our river basins is essential 
for the continued economic strength of the country, in this fiscal year we must 
emphasize those aspects of the programs which primarily support the national 
defense. Among those projects which, following a careful review of the electric 
power requirements for the defense program, were determined to be necessary 
to iniatiate in fiscal year 1952 was the Hells Canyon hydroelectric power project 
on the Snake River in Idaho and Oregon. 

The Hells Canyon and Scriver Creek power projects which were recommended 
for authorization for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation under the 
comprehensive plan for improvement of the Columbia River Basin have not been 
authorized. The Corps of Engineers features of the plan were incorporated in 
the River and Harbor and Flood Control Act of 1950, but the Interior Depart- 
ment features failed of authorization. In the President’s message of May 22, 
1950, to the Congress, he urged that the Congress reconsider this matter at 
the earliest opportunity in order that the missing pieces of the Army-Interior 
comprehensive basin plan might be authorized. 

The Mountain Home project, which consists of the Scriver Creek and Garden 
Valley power plants and an irrigation development, has been under consideration 
for some time and the great desire of local representatives in securing author- 
ization for this improvement as an adjunct to the Hells Canyon project in view 
of the difficulty of showing financial feasibility for the irrigation works as a 
separate unit under reclamation laws is appreciated. The irrigation feature 
has a high per acre construction cost and is recognized to be one of a number of 
projects on which the water users ability to repay covers only a relatively-small 
proportion of the irrigation costs. While its indirect or secondary economic 
benefits might justify its construction sometime in the future, it is not the type 
of development that has met present standards for authorization. In any 
event, during the present period, especially when our international problems 
require such large expenditures, we should obviously concentrate our efforts 
on those public works which are directly related to defense needs and, to the 
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extent our finances permit, on those which are urgently required to maintain 
our economy and prevent catastrophes such as the recent Kansas-Missouri flood. 

The reservations of power from the Helis Canyon hydroelectric power project 
in stated amounts for certain specific areas would constitute a major departure 
from the policy developed, and consistently followed over a long legislative 
history on disposal of power from Federal projects. The various States 
naturally have strong interests in assuring that the benefits from their water 
resources are used or reserved for their economic development and some recog- 
nition of Idaho’s wishes to see that all the potential electric energy from the 
Hells Canyon project will not be permanently diverted to the critically short 
power areas farther west appears justified. Such provisions should, however, 
while giving due consideration to local requirements, not jeopardize the funda- 
mental principle of existing law of providing for the most widespread distribution 
of benefits from Federal projects. 

I have discussed this matter with the President and he has authorized me to 
advise you as follows: The need for additional power in the Pacific Northwest is 
so essential that he strongly favors the immediate authorization and construction 
of the Hells Canyon power development. Authorization of the Scriver Creek 
power features would be without objection since they have already received 
Presidential approval as part of the Columbia Basin comprehensive plan. ‘They 
should not, however, be permitted to impede authorization of the Hells Canyon 
project. Also, since reservations concerning use of upstream water for benelicial 
consumptive use in accordance with State laws conforms with approved policy, 
there would be no objection to the inclusion of such provisions in the draft legis- 
lation. With respect to the irrigation features of the Mountain Home project, he 
believes that they raise such questions of basic economic policy which can be 
applied to many other works of improvement that he is not in position to recom- 
mend their authorization at this time. 

Accordingly, the draft legislation if amended to provide only for the authoriza- 
tion of the Hells Canyon and Scriver Creek power projects with proper provision 
for distribution of power would be in accord with the program of the Vresident 
and should be submitted to the Congress for consideration at the earliest oppor- 
tunity. I will recommend to the President that he submit to Congress the sup- 
plemental estimate contemplated in the 1952 budget for initiation of construction 
of the Hells Canyon project as soon as authorized as outlined above. 

Sincerely yours, 
F. J. Lawton, Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 21, 1951. 
Hon. Mon C. WALLGREN, 
Chairman, Federal Power Commission, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. WALLGREN: I submit herewith my comments on the application 
filed with the Federal Power Commission by the Idaho Power Co., of Boise, Idaho, 
for a license to construct the proposed power project (No. 1971), of which I was 
advised by your letter of February 19, 1951. 

I strongly urge that the application of the Idaho Power Co. for a license to 
construct the proposed Oxbow water-power project on the Snake River be denied, 
Reasons for my opposition to this project follow: 

1. Construction of this dam would result in a major economic loss to the 
Nation and to the region. This would be true because not only would the Snake 
River, as part of the Columbia River system, not be fully and properly developed, 
but also its future maximum development would be foreclosed. Further develop- 
ment of the Oxbow site would violate the concept of multiple-purpose compre- 
hensive river basin development of the Nations’ water resources. 

2. Construction of this project would not provide the maximum amounts of 
hydroelectric power for the national defense program. On the contrary, it would 
reduce the Northwest potential of power for defense. 

Construction of this project would delay the time when power supplies will 
be large enough to meet estimate loads for the Pacific Northwest either on a peace- 
time basis or a defense basis. Large blocks of power must be brought in to meet 
defense and civilian loads. Under present construction schedules, including 
poe Canyon, sufficient capacity will not become available until 1960 at the 
earliest. 
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Each of these points is discussed in greater detail below. However, the basis 
for my comments lies in an understanding of the recommended development of 
the central Snake River on which the Oxbow sif2 is located. 

In their consideration of the comprehensive, multiple-purpose improvement 
of the Columbia River and its tributaries, both the Bureau of Reclamation of the 
Department of the Interior and the Corps of Engineers of the Department of the 
Army studied Snake River potentials in great detail. Their studies show con- 
clusively that the stretch of the Snake River between Lewiston and Weiser, 
Idaho, has large potentials for hydroelectric power and flood control as well as 
other benefits for recreation and navigation. The greatest benefits will result 
from the construction of the two high dams having storage reservoirs occupying 
almost all of that stretch of the river. A high Nez Perce Dam below the con- 
fluence of the Salmon River would have a reservoir backing water up to the 
Hells Canyon Site. A high dam at Hells Canyon would provide a 90-mile re- 
servoir to Weiser. The storage and power plants at each of these two major 
dams will provide very large additions to the Pacific Northwest power supply 
and flood control. In addition, the storage would make available additional 
prime power at downstream plants on the lower Snake and lower Columbia. 

Hells Canyon is one of the more important projects in the Federal plan for 
the comprehensive development of the Columbia River Basin. This plan, as 
developed independently by both the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of 
Engineers and later coordinated in the agreement of April 11, 1949, and which 
has been reviewed and approved by the interested Federal and State agencies, 
was developed to insure optimum use of the area’s water resources and to pro- 
vide the means for satisfying future short and long-term regional power and 
storage requirements. Estimates of these requirements were made by the 
various interested agencies, including the Federal Power Commission. The 
Federal Power Commission in its letter to the Commissioner of Reclamation 
dated June 21, 1949, commenting on the comprehensive plan, concluded as follows : 

“Based on its consideration of the report of your Department and of the Corps 
of Engineers, including also the agreement of April 11, 1949, and studies by its 
own staff which have extended over a long period of time, the Commission con- 
eludes that the plan presented by the two agencies. represents a desirable and 
coordinated basic framework for the comprehensive development and utilization 
of the water resourees of the Columbia River Basin.” 

Because the valuable salmon runs on the Salmon River would be blocked 
by the high Nez Perce Dam, this project was not recommended for early author- 
ization. In studying the Nez Perce development, other potential sites were in- 
vestigated. One of these was the Mountain Sheep project located on the Snake 
River upstream from its confluence with the Salmon River. At normal eleva- 
tion the Mountain Sheep Reservoir would back water up to the Hells Canyon 
site, but the storage and consequently power and flood-control benefits would 
be considerably less than those obtainable from the Nez Perce project. The 
Corps of Engineers pointed out that, if the conflict with fish resources at Nez 
Perce would not be resolved in the forseeable future, the Mountain Sheep 
project could be a substitute, although an inadequate one from the point of 
view of full river development. Mountain Sheep would not, in any case, be 
a substitute for Hells Canyon. 

The high dam at Hells Canyon was recommended for early authorization 
and construction by both the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers 
to meet the region’s immediate needs for power and flood control. It would 
provide, through its 3,800,000 acre-feet of storage, together with its high head, 
a power plant which would produce 688,000 kilowatts of prime power at the site 
plus 723,000 kilowatts of prime power at downstream plants on the lower Snake 
River and lower Columbia River, all of which have been authorized. An 
additional 19,000 kilowatts of prime power would be added to the Pacific North- 
west, through integration with other Federal plants in the region. This makes 
a total of 1,430,000 kilowatts of prime power to be added to the Pacific 
Northwest by the construction of the Hells Canyon project. 

The high dam at Hells Canyon would be multiple-purpose in character. In 
addition to the hydroelectric power that it would make available, it would 
be a major addition to the flood-control program. The Army 308 Review Report 
pointed out the need for over 25 million acre-feet of storage properly distributed 
throughout the region if the major floods of record were to be controlled at 
a maximum 800,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles. The main control plan 
recommended in that report included Hells Canyon project as the major storage 
and control facility for the Snake River. Without the high dam at Hells 
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Canyon, flood control of the lower Columbia through regulation of the Snake 
River would be lost. The Hells Canyon Reservoir would contribute signifi- 
cantly to river regulation for navigation, and, if authorizing legislation permits, 
would result in important benefits to irrigation through provision for financial 
assistance to irrigation projects which may be developed under the Federal 
reclamation laws. , 

In contrast to the high dam at Hells Canyon, the Oxbow project, as described 
in the application for a construction license, would be a low dam located 20 
miles upstream from the Hells Canyon site well within the 90-mile reservoir 
of the high Hells Canyon Dam. The project would be a single-purpose hydro- 
electric-power development which would contribute only 92,000 kilowatts of 
energy available 90 percent of the time. It would have no storage and, therefore, 
no benefits for flood control or power at downstream plants on the lower Snake 
and the lower Columbia. If the Oxbow project weg built, no storage would 
be developed in this part of the Snake River. If this project, located in the 
reservoir area of the high Hells Canyon Dam, were to be constructed, it would 
make uneconomical the construction of the high dam at Hells Canyon. Thus, 
construction of this Oxbow project would not only fail to provide the maximum 
benefits for power, flood control, navigation, and recreation that are available 
from this stretch of the Snake River, but it would also deny the availability 
of those benefits at site and downstream by preventing the construction of the 
high dam at Hells Canyon. 

The applicant. makes reference in its application to the possibility of the 
construction of four other plants in the reservoir area of the high Hells Canyon 
Dam, in addition to Oxbow, to make use of the head between the Hells Canyon 
site and the upper end of the reservoir. However, each of these projects would 
be a single-purpose hydroelectric power plant with no storage providing benefits 
at downstream plants. It is claimed that the five plants, including Oxbow, 
would provide a total of 487,000 kilowatts of prime power. This total appears 
to be on the optimistic side and the potential is probably nearer to 375,000 
kilowatts. In any event, this amount contrasts with 1,430,000 kilowatts of 
prime power available from Hells Canyon generation at site and in downstream 
plants. In the absence of a statement indicating a firm intention on the part 
of the applicant to proceed with the construction of these other four plants, and 
in the face of the higher unit cost at the other four sites, no assumptions should 
be made that all five projects will be scheduled for early construction. 

It has been suggested that the five single-purpose hydroelectric plants be con- 
structed in the reservoir area of the high Hells Canyon Dam and in place of the 
high dam, the Mountain Sheep project to be constructed as a storage dam to re- 
place the high Hells Canyon. This is not advisable, inasmuch as the Mountain 
Sheep project, as pointed out above, is not a substitute for the high Hells Canyon 
Dam and would prevent the later construction of the very desirable Nez Perce 
project. Failure to construct both Hells Canyon and Nez Perce would result in 
loss of approximately 5,000,000 acre-feet of storage. 

Adequate stream flow is available on the Snake River to produce the power 
contemplated by our studies both at the site and at downstream plants. Stream 
flows available to Hells Canyon, and as used by the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the Bonneville Power Administration in making power studies, are from the 
official records of the United States Geological Survey for the Snake River at 
Oxbow, Oreg., which is located 20 miles above the proposed Hells Canyon Dam. 
The data have been adjusted for upstream depletions, primarily due to irrigation, 
and for return flows. 

The recommendations for a high dam at Hells Canyon are consistent with the 
basic concept which has been developing with experience in the treatment of 
river basins in this country and in other countries. The recent reports of the 
President’s Water Resources Policy Commission have stated again the importance 
of developing the Nation’s water resources in accordance with basin-wide com- 
prehensive plans to obtain the greatest possible benefits for all purposes. This 
includes not only the design and construction of facilities but their operation 
on an integrated basis. The Commission also points out the economic loss which 
results from failure to deal with river basins on this basis. 

The Columbia River and its tributaries constitute the greatest hydroelectric 
power potential in this country as well as a river system having many other 
multiple-purpose benefits. To construct a facility which fails to utilize maximum 
advantages at the site is obviously an economic waste. To construct a facility 
phe prevents the development of facilities at other sites is obviously more 
wasteful. 
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The President’s Water Resources Policy Commission's Report contains a strong 
recommendation against the issuance of Federal Power Commission licenses 
to develop projects such as that at the Oxbow site, which is in conflict with im- 
portant elements in comprehensive Federal river-basin programs. It is the spirit 
of that recommendation that licensing of private power projects should be re- 
garded with disfavor in those instances where the latter interfere with the full 
accomplishment of multiple-purpose development of river basins, including 
marketing of the low-cost power incident to such programs in accordance with 
the policies expressed in congressional legislation. 

An amendment to H. R. 5472 was considered by the Eighty-first Congress, 
second session, which, among other things, would have added the Hells Canyon 
project to those recommended for authorization in that rivers and harbors and 
flood-control bill. In connection with its review of the proposed amendment, 
the Executive Office of the President, Bureau of the Budget, indicated in a letter 
to the Secretary of the Interior dated February 1, 1950, that the Hells Canyon 
project was approved by that office for authorization. The provision for author- 
ization of the Hells Canyon project and other matters covered by the proposed 
amendment were not made part of the bill as passed, and the President, upon 
signing the bill, strongly emphasized the omission in his message of May 22, 1950, 
to the Congress, and urged that “the Congress reconsider this mater at the 
earliest opportunity, and authorize the missing pieces of the coordinated 
Army-Interior Columbia Basin plan.” More recently, in his budget message 
of January 15, 1951, the President recommended the initiation of the Hells 
Canyon project and six other developments to meet power needs of the Nation. 
For this purpose, the sum of $8,000,000 was earmarked for inclusion in the 
budget as a supplemental estimate for initiation of construction of the Hells 
Canyon project during fiscal year 1952, upon authorization of the project. 

Denial of the Oxbow application may raise the question of how the Idaho 
Power Co. can meet the expanding requirements in its service area. By letter 
to the company dated March 29, 1951, this Department has expressed a willingness 
to enter into contract negotiations with the Idaho Power Co. looking toward 
making available to the company a supply of firm power, based on normal load 
growth requirements, from the integrated Federal power system. Preliminary 
discussions with the company have now commenced. 

Summarizing my objections to issuing a license for the Oxbow project, I 
reiterate the following points: 

1. To grant the license would be economically wasteful. Construction of 
the Oxbow project would be contrary to the accepted policy for comprehensive 
and full development of our river basins. It would deny the ability to provide 
one of the major elements in a flood-control plan essential for the continued 
economic development of the Pacific Northwest. It would be wasteful because 
there is under consideration only one plant which would at the maximum 
provide 92,000 kilowatts of power available 90 percent of the time, as compared 
with the potential 1,430,000 kilowatts of prime power from a high Hells Canyon 
Dam, including downstream benefits. Similarly, if Mountain Sheep project 
and the low-head dams were built in place of Hells Canyon and Nez Perce 
there would be a loss of 1,366,000 kilowatts of firm power. 

2. Construction of the Oxbow project would not be in the interest of the na- 
tional defense program. The application states that the project would provide 
140,000 kilowatts of peaking capacity with 92,000 kilowatts of power available 
90 percent of the time. However, the application states that “it is hoped that 
the first generating unit can be placed in service prior to the winter peak load 
period in 1952, with the second, third, and fourth units following as rapidly as 
needed or as soon as equipment can be obtained.” This contemplates a 35,000- 
kilowatt installation by the winter of 1952, assuming that construction is com- 
menced as early as possible with no schedule as to the installation of the 
additional units. An assured 35,000 kilowatts of power by the end of 1952, when 
compared with 100,000 kilowatts from a high Hells Canyon Dam by 1956, build- 
ing up to an 800,000 installed capacity by 1958, is a very small development at a 
very high price. 

3. Construction of the Oxbow project would not be in the interest of develop- 
ment of the region. It would do little to meet the power requirements of the 
energy-deficient Pacific Northwest. Construction of the dam would not provide 
for thé normal increase in customers in southern Idaho for the next 4 or 5 years. 
Power would not be available for new industries. Idaho’s industrial growth is 
now being curtailed because of the absence of low-cost electric energy. More- 
over, there would be created a state of imbalance between land and water devel- 
opment, since the Oxbow project, as distinguished from Hells Canyon, would 
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provide no revenues for possible assistance to future irrigation developments in 
the Snake River Basin. 

For the above reasons I respectfully request that the Federal Power Commis- 
sion deny the application of the Idaho Power Co. for a license to undertake the 
proposed Oxbow development. I also request that no license should be issued 
without a hearing, and if a hearing is held we should be afforded a full oppor- 
tunity to participate as a party in the proceeding. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


REPORT OF THE COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMATION TO THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 
ON THE HELLS CANYON DIvIsIoN, SNAKE RIverR PROJECT 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., April 11, 1951. 
The SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

Str: This is my report on the Hells Canyon division of the Snake River project 
in Idaho and Oregon. The division consists of a concrete arch-gravity dam, on 
the Snake River about 104 miles downstream from Weiser, Idaho, with a storage 
reservoir, power plant, and facilities for the preservation and propagation of 
migratory fish runs. The division is to provide for the generation of much 
needed power, for the control of floods, and for navigation. It will also provide 
substantial financial assistance to irrigation projects in the Snake River Basin, 
given appropriate legislative provisions to make such assistance available. 

Hells Canyon Dam would rise 607 feet above river level at the site, and would 
form a reservoir impounding 4,400,000 acre-feet of water at normal elevation of 
2,077 feet above mean sea level, and extending upstream about 93 miles. The 
power plant would have an initial installation of 800,000 kilowatt capacity, with 
provision for the later installation of an additional 100,000 kilowatt generator. 
The Hells Canyon division has been recommended for authorization as one of 
the initial phases in the Department of the Interior’s comprehensive plan for the 
Columbia River Basin. The division is coordinated with the projects of the 
plan for development of the Columbia River Basin which were authorized for 
construction by the Corps of Army Engineers under the provisions of the Flood 
Control Act of 1950. 

Demand for power in the Pacific Northwest is increasing faster than generat- 
ing capacity can be installed. Many customers desiring to contract for large 
amounts of power have been turned down. Defense needs are multiplying 
present and future requirements for power. The Hells Canyon power plant 
would be strategically located to meet these requirements both in eastern Oregon 
and southern Idaho and in the lower Columbia River area, and would be the 
means of providing an essential interconnection between southern Idaho and 
the lower Columbia River area which will do much to bolster the power supplies 
of both areas. The need for this project to provide power for the defense pro- 
gram has been recognized by the President in his budget message to the Con- 
gress for fiscal year 1952, and a request for appropriation of funds for initiation 
of construction will be forwarded when the project is authorized. 

On June 9, 1948, the proposed report of the Bureau of Reclamation on the 
Hells Canyon division was approved by Acting Secretary William E. Warne. 
With this approval, the Bureau of Reclamation was authorized to transmit 
copies of the report to the States of the Columbia River Basin and to the 
Secretary of the Army for their views and recommendations. This was done, 
and, in addition, copies of the report were transmitted to the Department of 
Agriculture, the Department of Commerce, and to the Federal Power Commis- 
sion for their comments. Copies of the replies received in response to those 
transmittals are attached, along with the proposed report add its substantiating 
materials. 

This letter takes into consideration the comments received from the States 
and the Federal agencies, as solicited above. It also takes into account the 
more recent and, in several respects, revised and favorable comments made by 
the States and agencies on the Department’s report on the Columbia River Basin. 
This letter constitutes my revised report, and contains my findings and recom- 
mendations for your approval and adoption and for transmittal to the President, 
and, subsequently, to the Congress with the recommendation that the Hells 
Canyon division be immediately authorized and money be appropriated for initia- 
tion of construction. 








18 HELLS CANYON DAM 


The original comments of the States of Oregon, Nevada, Utah, Washington, 
and Wyoming are in agreement with the proposed plan set forth in this report. 
The Governor of Idaho, however, in commenting on the proposed report and on 
the Columbia Basin report, indicated that prior construction of the power units 
of the Mountain Home division in southern Idaho might be more advantageous 
to the State of Idaho. 

While no comments were received from the Governor of Montana on the pro- 
posed report on the Hells Canyon project, in commenting on the Columbia Basin 
report, the Governor endorsed the comprehensive plan, which includes the Hells 
Canyon division as proposed herein. 

The Secretary of the Army, in commenting on the proposed report in 1948, 
pointed out that the Hells Canyon Dam is one of the key elements in the plans 
of both the Department of the Army and the Department of the Interior for the 
Columbia River Basin. He indicated, however, that it would not be possible 
to comment finally on that project until the coordination of plans of the two 
departments for the entire basin had been accomplished. This coordination was 
accomplished by agreement formally approved by the Secretary of the Army and 
the Secretary of the Interior on April 11, 1949, and in commenting on our 
Columbia Basin report in his letter of June 27, 1949, the Secretary of the Army 
concurred in our plan for development of the Hells Canyon project. 

Under price levels prevalent in January 1948, the estimated cost of the Hells 
Canyon project was $433,660,000, including $120,000,000 for a transmission 
system. In view of your expressed intention to designate the Bonneville Power 
Administration as the agency to market the power to be produced from this 
plant, that agency would construct the necessary transmission lines under sepa- 
rate legislative authorizations. Accordingly, the cost of transmission facilities 
to market the power is not included in this report, but necessary facilities 
would be constructed by the power marketing agency and would be taken into 
account in establishing rates for the sale of power. Accordingly, for the pur- 
poses of this report, the cost of the division is taken as the cost of the dam, 
reservoir, power plant, and appurtenant works. The latter include facilities 
to permit public use and enjoyment of the outstanding recreational oppor- 
tunities which the development will create. Under present day price levels, 
the total cost of the Division is estimated at $356,810,000. 

Developments since the date of the original report necessitate certain other 
changes. The Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, has continued 
studies of the flood damages which would be preventable by the Hells Canyon 
Dam, and has determined that a dam at the Hells Canyon site with an active 
storage capacity of 3,280,000 acre-feet would provide annual benefits of $1,459,800. 
Inasmuch as the Hells Canyon Dam at the site proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation would provide 3,880,000 acre-feet of active storage which could 
be used for flood control in conjunction with the other dams in the system 
as shown in the regional! director's report, even larger benefits would accrue from 
the Helis Canyon Division recommended herein. The Army's estimates, 
however, are used as the basis for the revised computation of the non-reim- 
bursable allocation to flood control in this report. The detailed coordinated plan 
of operation of this reservoir in conjunction with other flood control reservoirs 
in the Columbia River Basin for flood control, including the provision of addi- 
tional outlet capacity if required, would be worked out in consultation with 
the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary of the Army. The present worth 
of $1,459,800 as an annuity over the 50-year period of financial analysis, using 
an interest rate of 3 percent per annum, is $37,561,000 which is the proposed 
allocation to flood control used for the purpose of this report. 

Navigation benefits from a dam similar to the proposed Hells Canyon Dam 
have been evaluated by the North Pacific division engineer, Corps of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, at $352,000 annually. This includes benefits to navi- 
gation on the reservoir pool itself ($98,000), and benefits from increasing low- 
water flows on the Snake River between the mouth of the Grande Ronde River 
and Lewiston ($75,000), and on the main stem of the Columbia between McNary 
Dam and the head of Celilo canal ($155,000), and from Bonneville Dam to Van- 
couver ($16,000). The estimated navigation benefit of Hells Canyon storage due 
to increasing the depth of water in the Columbia River between McNary Dam 
and the head of Celilo Canal ($155,000) will largely or entirely be eliminated 
by the development of slack water navigation pools behind The Dalles and John 
Day Dams, which have recently been authorized for construction. The remaining 
benefits, in the amount of $189,000 annually, will continue to accrue. In the 
event the Hells Canyon Dam were to be constructed before The Dalles and John 
Day Dams, additional interim navigation benefits in the amount of $155,000 
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annually would be realized. For purposes of my report, however, the total 
navigation benefit creditable to the Hells Canyon division is taken as $189,000. 
The present worth of $189,000 as an annuity over the 50-year period of the finan- 
cial analysis, with interest at 3 percent per annum, is $4,863,000, which is the 
proposed allocation to navigation used for purposes of this report. 

The underlying report proposed a nonreimbursable allocation of $9,185,500 to 
recreation based on annual net benefits to recreation of $357,000, as evaluated 
by the National Park Service. These benefits and the proposed allocation de- 
pend upon the preparation of detailed plans for and the construction of public 
recreational facilities estimated in the underlying report to cost $750,000, and 
currently estimated to cost $1,000,000. Making of an allocation reflecting the 
full value of the annual net recreation benefits should be deferred pending con- 
gressional establishment of policy on this matter. An allocation on a non- 
reimbursable basis equivalent only to the estimated cost of constructing needed 
public recreation facilities in the immediate vicinity of the reservoir ($1,000,000) 
is proposed in this report. 

The construction costs allocated to power for purposes of this report consist 
of the construction costs of the dam, reservoir, powerplant, and appurtenant 
works ($356,810,000), less the allocations to flood contro! ($37,561,000), naviga- 
tion ($4,863,000), and recreation ($1,000,000). The proposed power allocation 
thus is $313,386,000. 

The costs of the division would be increased by the amount required for 
measures necessary in the interests of fish preservation, which have not yet been 
determined by the Fish and Wildlife Service. These costs would be nonreim- 
bursable under the act of August 14, 1946, (60 Stat. 1080), and would have no 
effect on the payout analysis included herein. Preliminary estimates indicate 
that these costs would not exceed $5,000,000. The preliminary evaluation report 
by the Fish and Wildlife Service on this division, dated August 1948, is attached. 

As developed in the underlying report, addition of the Hells Canyon division 
to the then existing and authorized Federal power plants in the Columbia 
River system would have increased the system’s prime power capability by 
an average of 854,000 kilowatts during the payout period. Of this amount, 
592,000 kilowatts represented the nominal prime power to be produced at Hells 
Canyon, and 262,00 kilowatts the nominal prime power to be generated at 
other plants in the integrated system. 1 

The system prime capability of 854,000 kilowatts shown in the underlying 
report represents an average between a higher capability attainable, with 
then existing and authorized projects, under present conditions of stream flow, 
and a lower capability attainable with depleted flows resulting from future 
upstream diversions of water for consumptive use. As indicated in chapter IV 
of that report, it is to be expected that average annual stream flows at the 
dam site will ultimately be depleted in the amount of 3,000,000 acre-feet by 
reason of irrigation and associated beneficial consumptive uses in connection 
with new and supplemental land developments that may reasonably he ex- 
pected to be undertaken hereafter in the Snake River drainage basin above 
the dam site. This recognition of preference status for such future uses, 
within practicable and equitable limits, is consistent with the policy that this 
Bureau has long followed in determining the financial feasibility of various 
power sites proposed for development under the Federal reclamation laws, 
and the implementation of that policy by suitable legislation in connection with 
the authorization of this project would be proper. 

Present conditions and prospects result in a substantial increase in the 
system prime power capability attributable to the Hells Canyon division. 
Although it is anticipated that the upstream diversions for irrigation will 
ultimately be as great as those assumed in the underlying report, it is not 
now probable that the new land developments previously anticipated will be 
made as rapidly as was assumed in that report, with the result that the average 
flows during the payout period will be greater than previously assumed, Also, 
more thorough study of the prospective return flow from new land develop- 
ments indicates that the diversions for them will not reduce the prime power 
eapability of the Hells Canyon division as much as was estimated in the 
underlying report. These considerations serve to increase the average prime 
power capability previously estimated. Another factor contributing to the 
increase in capability is a greater efficiency in power generation incorporated 
in the. current study as a result of further experience at Grand Coulee Dam 
and at other Federal power plants. 

Of greater significance, however, are the projects which have been added to 
the authorized systems of Federal power plants since preparation of the under- 
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lying report. These include plants at The Dalles and John Day Dams on the 
main stem of the Columbia below the mouth of Snake River, at Priest Rapids 
Dam on the Columbia above the mouth of Snake River, and at Libby Dam on 
the Kootenai River, a tributary of the Columbia. As an integrated part of the 
larger system, the Hells Canyon Division will be responsible for a far larger 
increase in system prime capability than in the smaller system. 

Through congressional approval of these additional projects, authorization 
has virtually been completed, excepting Hells Canyon, for the plants of the 
Federal power system selected to meet the needs of the Northwest for the near 
future. That system, designed to meet previously estimated, normal power 
production requirements of the period 1960-70, has been used for purposes of the 
analyses summarized below. Other unauthorized plants in that system are 
Cabinet Gorge, for which the Washington Water Power Co. has recently been 
granted a license to construct the Scriver Creek power facilities of the Mountain 
Dome Division, Idaho, power features of the Cougar and Green Peter projects 
in the Willamette Valley of Oregon, and the White Bridge project in that valley. 
The prime power capacity of the Scriver Creek plants and these Willamette 
Valley plants is 186,000 kilowatts, which amounts to only 2.3 percent of the 
prime power capability of the system. 

A final factor of importance in establishing the prime power capability of the 
Hells Canyon Division lies in the flows assumed for the critical period of power 
production in the integrated system. With the projects existing and authorized 
at the time the underlying report was prepared, flows like those of the 3-year 
period 1929-32 would be critical, and during that critical period the annual 
vield of the Hells Canyon Reservoir would be only 2,400,000 acre-feet. This is 
the yield used in the underlying report for establishing the prime power capa- 
bility of the Division. Addition of the large plants on the lower Columbia and 
of the dependable annual yield from the Libby Reservoir to the authorized 
developments, however, serves to make flows like those of the single water year 
1936-37 of critical importance, during which the yield of the Hells Canyon 
Reservoir would be 3,880,000 acre-feet. Inasmuch as the release available from 
that reservoir in the period of critical power production has direct bearing 
upon its primerpower capability in the system, use of the 1936-387 conditions 
and of the 3,880,000 acre-feet release from the Hells Canyon Reservoir in this 
study serves to increase further the prime power capability over that presented 
in the underlying report. 

The cumulative effect of the several conditions noted above is to increase 
the prime power capability of the Hells Canyon Division from an average of 
854,000 to 1,430,500 kilowatts. Of the currently estimated capability, 688,000 
kilowatts of nominal prime power would be generated at Hells Canyon and 
742,500 kilowatts would be generated at other plants in the integrated system. 

The financial analysis of the Hells Canyon Division made for purposes of 
this report has not been restricted to the capability and costs of the Hells 
Canyon Dam, powerhouse, and appurtenant works alone. Account has also 
been taken of the costs of other projects that are properly to be associated with 
the prime capability that is attributable to the Hells Canyon Division. The 
amount of the total power cost of each benefiting project that has been taken 
into account is proportional to the share of the benefiting project's total prime 
capability attributable to the Hells Canyon division. This pro rata share of 
the cost of benefiting plants includes a pro rata share of joint capital and 
operating costs as well as of direct power costs. The result is to place at a 
maximum costs which are to be taken into account for purposes of payout 
of the Hells Canyon Division. 

The average cost per prime kilowatt of power from all projects to be added 
to the existing low-cost Grand Coulee and Bonneville projects to complete the 
system planned for the near future and used for the analyses herein is estimated 
by the Bonneville Power Administration on the basis of currently available 
data at $18.39. This is based on current construction cost estimates for the 
Hells Canyon Division and the most recently available estimates for other 
projects, some of which are as of June 1950, and others of somewhat earlier 
date. Transmission costs are not included. 

The cost per prime kilowatt for the 1,430,500 kilowatts of prime power 
attributable to Hells Canyon, computed in the manner described above, is 
$17.28. This is $1.11 less than the average shown above for future projects. 

To assure dependable power output at the downstream plants of the system, 
upstream storage is needed. Attainment of flood control objectives in the lower 
Columbia likewise depends upon upstream storage on the major streams. 


\~ 


Saar ee Oe eS CU LO 


P____ Sr OOO Ol 





None ee 





HELLS CANYON DAM 21 


Of the major storage undertakings, Grand Coulee Dam is completed, Hungary 
Horse Dam is well along toward completion, and a start has beén made at 
Albeni Falls Dam. The Libby Dam and Hells Canyon Dam remain as the 
two important storage developments of the system to be undertaken. 

A comparison of the costs of power allocated to these two projects, deter- 
mined in the manner indicated above for Hells Canyon, indicates that the 
cost per prime kilowatt of power attributable to Hells Canyon ($17.28), based 
on current estimates of construction cost for that division, is somewhat less 
than the cost of $17.67 in the case of the Libby projcet, which is based upon 
construction cost estimates for that project for 1948. 

The cost of $17.28 per prime kilowatt attributable to Hells Canyon, when 
adjusted to a salable firm power equivalent on the basis of 75 percent load 
factor, 7 percent losses, and 1.05 diversity factor, is estimated by the Bonneville 
Power Administration to amount to $13.27 per firm kilowatt of power. 
Inasmuch as this cost for Hells Canyon power is less than the average cost for 
power to be produced by future projects, the Bonneville Power Administrator 
indicates that, predicated upon pooling of costs for rate-making purposes, 
full return of the costs of the Hells Canyon Division, together with costs of 
associated transmission, will be assured with rates which the Administration 
will find necessary to establish for the sale of pewor from the system. 

I find that the Hells Canyon Division, comprising these principal features : 

Hells Canyon Dam, Reservoir, and power plant : 

Recreational facilities, at a cost not to exceed $1,000,000: and 

Migratory fish preservation facilities, at a cost not to exceed $5,000,000 ; 
all as described in volume 2, House Document No. 473. as modified by this report, 
is engineeringly feasible; that the estimated cost, excluding fish-preservation 
facilities, it $356,810,000; that, subject to redetermination when the final 
eosts are ascertained, the estimated costs are properly allocable as follows: 

To commercial power, $313,386,000 ; to flood control, $37,561,000; to navigation, 
$4,863,000 ; to recreation, the actual cost of the recreation facilities and related 
expenses but not to exceed $1,000,000; to fish and wildlife, the actual cost of 
preservation facilities and related expenses but not to exceed $5,000,000; 
and that the portion of the costs allocated to commercial power production will 
probably be returned to the United States by the net power revenues that 
will result from the sale of power to be produced. 

I recommend that you approve and adopt the report and findings as your 
own and that you submit them to the President and subsequently to the Con- 
gress for consideration in connection with legislation for the authorization of 
this division of the project. 

Very truly yours, 
MIcHAEL W. STRAvs, 
Commissioner, 

Approved and adopted May 11, 1951. 

Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
Enclosures 12 (not printed). 


REPORT OF THE COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMATION TO THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 
ON THE MOUNTAIN HoMe Diviston, SNAKE RIVER PrRoJEcT 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 11, 1951. 
The SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 

Srr: This is my report on the Mountain Home division (Payette unit) of the 
Snake River project. The complex system of storage dams, conveyance channels 
and tunnels, power plants, transmission facilities, and irrigation distribution 
works which comprise the division has previously been proposed for authorization 
as a part of the Columbia Basin comprehensive development, and is herein 
recommended for construction by stages in order that the power plants may 
be placed in operation at an early date to permit generation of power needed for 
relieving impending power shortages in southern Idaho, which are expected to 
be more severe as a result of the national mobilization for defense. The features 
recommended for construction as the initial stage, designated as the Scriver 
Creek power facilities, include the uppermost part of the conveyance system of 
the division and associated power installations. The features on which it is 
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proposed that construction be deferred consist of the lower part of the conveyance 
system, associated storage and power features, irrigation distribution works, 
and related facilities. These comprise another stage in development of the 
division to be undertaken in the future only after submission of a supplementary 
report to the President and the Congress, setting forth, among other things, the 
benefits, costs, and allocations for the entire division and the arrangements for 
return of irrigation costs which shall be found at that time. 

The Mountain Home division is included in the plan recommended in the 
Department’s report on the Columbia River Basin, which was transmitted to 
the Congress on February 3, 1950, with accompanying comments from the 
affected States and from the Secretary of the Army, and which has been printed 
as House Document 473, Eighty-first Congress. The plan for the Mountain 
Home division is set forth in detail starting on page 211 of volume 2 of that 
document. Identical material is cotained in our project planning report No. 
1-5.5-7.8 of May 1949 entitled “Payette Unit Mountain Home Project, Idaho,” 
a copy of which is attached hereto for ready reference. 

The Scriver Creek power facilities are described briefly hereinafter, and in 
somewhat more detail in the attached report of February 1951, entitled, “Scriver 
Creek Power Facilities,” which has been prepared to show the feasibility of the 
Scriver Creek power facilities as independent works. As noted subsequently, and 
as provided for in my recommendation, minor changes in the power installations 
shown for the Scriver Creek power facilities when they are considered a part 
of that entire development will be needed for their independent operation dur- 
ing the initial stage. 

The Scriver Creek power facilities include the works involved in diverting 
waters of the North Fork of Payette River to the Middle Fork of that river and 
of utilizing the drop of 1,280 feet in elevation between the courses of those 
streams for power production. From the proposed Smith Ferry diversion dam 
and reservoir on the North Fork, the Smiths Ferry-Scriver Creek tunnel will 
convey water to the upper Scriver Creek power plant, which will discharge into 
the Scriver Creek reservoir of 5,000 acre-feet active capacity. From this reser- 
voir, the Scriver Creek-Garden Valley tunnel will lead to the lower Scriver Creek 
power plant. These plants are shown in the report to have an installed capacity, 
now subject to minor modifications for reasons shown subsequently, of 120,000 
kilowatts—30,000 in the upper plant and 90,000 in the lower plant—and provi- 
sion for installation of an additional unit in each plant at such time as justified 
by additional Federal power developments. Related facilities for the protec- 
tion of fish and for recreational use of the two small reservoirs, and transmission 
facilities for delivering power to load centers are also included in the Scriver 
Creek power facilities. 

The remaining features of the division, construction of which is to be deferred 
for a future stage of development, are briefly noted below. The Garden Valley 
Dam on the South Fork of Payette River will provide an active storage capacity 
of 843,000 acre-feet in the Garden Valley reservoir for regulation of the flows 
of the Middle and South Forks and for reregulation of North Fork flows diverted 
through the Scriver Creek power plants. The Garden Valley power plant, with 
installed capacity of 60,000 kilowatts, located at the Garden Valley Dam, will 
generate power from waters released from the reservoir for irrigation of lands 
in the Payette Valley and in the Payette division of the Boise project. The 
Garden Valley Dam also will serve to divert water from the reservoir through 
the Mores Creek tunnel to the Boise River for use in connection with the irriga- 
tion plans of the unit. 

Irrigation plans provide for delivery of water to 192,000 acres of fertile desert 
land located between Boise and Mountain Home, Idaho. The Payette River 
waters will reach the Boise River above the Lucky Peak Dam, a flood-control 
facility under construction by the Corps of Engineers, which will be used as a 
diversion point for irrigation water serving a part of the division lands. The 
remainder of the land will be served by the diversion of waters from the South 
Fork of the Boise River about 5 miles below the Anderson Ranch Dam, in ex- 
change for Payette River waters delivered through the Mores Creek tunnel for 
use in the Boise Valley. 

As indicated in the underlying report No. 1—-5.5-7.S, the estimated cost of the 
entire Mountain Home division (Payette unit) under price levels of April 1949 
is $253,234,000, exclusive of the costs of the public recreation facilities ($146,000) 
recommended on the reservoirs of the unit. Somewhat more than 98 percent 
($249,118,000) of this cost is reimbursable, $199,705,000 being tentatively allo- 
eated to irrigation and $49,413,000 to power. The remaining $4,116,000 is 
allocable on a nonreimbursable basis to flood control ($940,000) and to fish and 
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wildlife ($3,176,000), there being included in the latter figure $167,000 for 
facilities for the preservation and propagation of fish and wildlife. 

Potential annual benefits from the development are evaluated at $17,865,000, 
ineluding $14,441,000 attributable to irrigation, $3,307,000 to power, $26,000 to 
flood control, and $91,000 to the improvements in habitat for fish and wildlife. 
The total annual cost, including the annual equivalent of the construction costs 
and the cost for operation, maintenance, and replacements, are estimated at 
$8,913,000. The ratio of benefits to costs thus is 2.00 to 1.00. 

The underlying report No. 1-5.5-7.S indicates payment on the irrigation allo- 
cation of $22,445,000 by water users within a 50-year payment period. The power 
investment of $49,413,000 would be returned, with interest at 3 percent, in 31 
years, by application of revenues derived from the sale of power produced at the 
indicated installations of 180,000 kilowatts. Treating the division as a single 
undertaking, as done in the report, the power investment of $49,413,000 appropri- 
ately includes only that part of the cost of the conveyance system used jointly 
for irrigation and power which is properly allocated to power. On the basis of 
the construction schedule and farm development period (10 years) employed in 
the underlying report, water users on the last block of irrigable land to be sup- 
plied with water would not begin payments until 29 years after operation of the 
power features was started. The use of power revenues for the return of irri- 
gation construction costs, including the revenues available during the 50-year 
pay-out period on the last block, or during a total of 79 years, would result in 
the retirement of $99,855,000 of the cost allocated to irrigation. Return of the 
balance ($77,395,000) of that irrigation construction cost would be made from 
revenues of other Federal power developments. With the project being author- 
ized under the general provisions of the Federal Reclamation laws, rather than 
under the special provisions contemplated in the proposed legislation for the 
comprehensive Columbia Basin plan, there would, however, be only a 40-year 
pay-out period for the water users rather than the 50-year period assumed in 
the underlying report. The result will be, on the basis assumed in the under- 
lying report, that a greater sum would have to be returned from the revenues of 
other Federal power developments. The method of securing return from that 
source presented in the underlying report is through operation of a recommended 
Columbia Basin account. It is now proposed, however, pending the authoriza- 
tion of a Columbia Basin account, that all the costs of the division allocated to 
power or assigned for return from power revenues be repaid from project power 
revenues accruing to the project as a unit without regard to the particular divi- 
sion from which the revenues accrue. There will at the outset, if present plans 
of authorization materialize, be both a Mountain Home division and a Hells 
Canyon division, though for pay-out purposes these divisions will be treated as 
but one project under the Federal reclamation laws. 

The Mountain Home division when ultimately completed will make a major 
addition to the economic productivity and population-supporting capacity of the 
Snake River Basin. More than 2,500 new irrigated farms will be created— 
over half on public domain lands available for homestead entry. The impetus 
furnished by added production will stimulate the growth of commercial service 
enterprises and agricultural processing industries in the cities and towns, thus 
initiating a new stage of economic progress in the area. Power from the division 
will help to relieve a shortage which impends unless large additions are made 
shortly to the generating capacity in the Snake River Basin. 

Great urgency for the recommended construction of the Scriver Creek power 
facilities as an initial stage in development of the Mountain Home division has 
been lent by needs for additional power which the current emergency has imposed 
upon the rapidly growing normal requirements of the Snake River Basin. To 
test the engineering and economic feasibility of constructing and operating those 
facilities as independent works of the division during an initial period, a special 
study was made, the results of which are presented in the attached report of 
February 1951 entitled ““Scriver Creek Power Facilities.” For reasons indicated 
in that report, only two minor adjustments in engineering plan are necessary 
for operation as an independent, initial development. One is limitation of the 
installed generating capacity in the lower Scriver Creek power plant to 60,000 
kilowatts for that initial period. The second involves an increase in the in- 
stalled capacity of the upper Scriver Creek power plant from 30,000 kilowatts 
to 37,500 kilowatts. The net result will be an initial installation of 97,500 kilo- 
watts, with provision for increase to 127,500 kilowatts in place of the 120,000 
kilowatts shown in the underlying report. The total installation of 180,000 
kilowatts for the entire division shown in that report will likewise be increased 
by 7,500 kilowatts to a total of 187,500 kilowatts. 
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With these adjustments, the construction cost of the Scriver Creek power 
facilities at price levels as of October 1, 1950, is estimated at $49,614,000. In- 
cluded in this total is an item of $5,911,000 on the construction cost of Cascade 
Dam and Reservoir, a storage development on the North Fork of Payette River 
above the Scriver Creek power facilities recently completed to serve irrigated 
lands in the Payette Valley and in the Payette unit of the Boise project, but 
with additional capacity for ultimate use in connection with irrigation of the 
Mountain Home lands. For the purposes of this report this amount is being 
considered as a reimbursable cost allocable to irrigation, but it is contemplated 
that, in recognition of flood control benefits of the Cascade Reservoir, a portion 
of the $5,911,000 will be proposed as an allocation to flood control on a non- 
reimbursable basis when the report on the remaining features of the Division 
is submitted. Also included in the total cost is $50,000 for fish screens and 
$61,600 for recreational facilities which are treated as nonreimbursable. 

The total reimbursable cost thus is $49,502,400, of which $48,591,400 is treated 
as a power investment for return in 50 years, with interest at 3 percent. Rev- 
enues from the sale of power from the initial installation of 97,500 kilowatts in 
the Scriver Creek power facilities will return, in 50 years with interest at 3 
percent, the $43,591,400 treated as a power investment, and also will return the 
$5,911,000 reimbursable cost of Cascade Dam and Reservoir in an additional 2 
years. 

The cost treated as a power investment for the initial construction and 
operation of the Scriver Creek power facilities ($48,591,400) includes facilities 
for the conveyance of water from the North to the Middle Fork of the Fayette 
River which will become joint facilities for power and for irrigation upon 
completion of the remainder of the division. At such time as the remainder of 
the division is undertaken, a readjustment of the allocation of the cost of the 
Scriver Creek power facilities will be appropriate. Costs and allocations of the 
entire division likewise will be adjusted as such time to reflect, among other 
things, the price levels then prevailing. New pay-out arrangements for the 
entire division also will be required depending upon the then current status 
of the payout on the Scriver Creek power facilities, prospective costs for the 
remaining features of the division, prospective returns from water users, and 
other related matters. These things are proposed to be treated in a report to be 
submitted before appropriations are requested for features of the division 
other than the Scriver Creek power facilities. 

I find that the Mountain Home division, comprising the features described in 
the regional director’s report of May 18, 1949, on the Payette division of the 
Mountain Home project, Idaho (vol. 2, H. Doc. No. 473, 8ist Cong., 2d sess.), 
as these works may be modified for providing power installations of 187,500 
kilowatts and of providing irrigation to 192,000 acres of the lands of the Payette 
unit of the Mountain Home division, has engineering) feasibility; that it is 
feasible from an engineering standpoint to develop the division in two stages, 
the first comprising the Scriver Creek power facilities and the second comprising 
the irrigation features, additional power installatons and associated facilities ; 
that the estimated cost of the first stage is $49,614,000; and that, subject to 
redeterminations when final costs are ascertained and a further reallocation 
when the second stage of development is undertaken, the estimated costs of the 
first stuge are properly allocable as follows: 

To commercial power, $43,591,400; to irrigation, $5,911,000 (being a 
portion of the cost of the already completed Cascade Reservoir) ; to the 
preservation of fish and wildlife, the actual cost of preservation facilities 
and related expenses but not to exceed $50,000; to recreation, the actual 
cost of recreation facilities and related expenses, but not to exceed $61,600; 

and that, though the estimates of costs for the entire division and the bases 
of the proposed allocations of those costs among the various purposes to be 
served by the division (including an allocation to flood control pursuant to 
section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1989 (53 Stat. 1187) and the 
assignment of those costs for repayment under the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws will be set forth in the supplementary report to be made 
before actual construction is commenced on features additional to the Scriver 
Creek power facilities the portion of the costs allocated to commercial power 
production both with respect to the first stage of development and with respect 
to the entire division will probably be returned to the United States by the net 
power revenues that will result from the sale of net power to be produced. 

I recommend that you approve and adopt the report and findings as your 
own and that you submit them to the President and subsequently to the Con- 
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gress in connection with legislation for the authorization of this division of 
the Snake River project. 
Respectfully, 
MIcHAEL W. Srravus, Commissioner. 
Approved and adopted: May 11, 1951 
Oscar L. CHAPMAN, Secretary of the Interior. 


Enclosures 2 (not printed). 


Mr. Enauie. We have a long list of witnesses. As a matter of fact, 
if we heard everybody who wanted to testify in this matter, we would 
be occupied for the next 2 months. . 

In arranging for these hearings, it has been the effort of the Chair 
to arrange for a fair consideration of the testimony by both sides 
and the current announcement calls for 3 days for the proponents 
and 3 days for the opponents of the measure, with a final day reserved 
for testimony by Members of the United States Senate and Members 
of the House interested in the project. 

In the interest of keeping the time fairly equal—and I don’t know 
of any fairer way than to keep the time equal—I am going to ask Mrs. 
Arnold to keep a notation of the time used by each witness on his 
direct testimony. That will be exclusive of cross-examination, which 
is not, of course, chargeable against the time for direct presentation 
and I would like to suggest to the members of the committee that in 
the interest of time, that so far as possible, we permit the witnesses 
to proceed with their direct statement, reserving questions until 
after the statement is completed and I want to emphasize that prior 
to this hearing, we requested that as many statements as possible 
be filed with the committee and the notice further directed that the 
witnesses be prepared to file their statement for the record and to 
make a summary of these statements rather than reading the statements 
word by word. 

The purpose of that was to facilitate more expeditious procedure 
and inasmuch as the witnesses, I believe, in most instances, will file 
their statements and make brief summaries of those statements, it 
will be possible for the committee to be provided with the statement 
ahead of time, thereby familiarizing themselves with it and so I ask 
you gentlemen of the committee in the interest of getting this testi- 
mony on in the short time we have available, considering the large 
number of witnesses, to refrain from interrupting the witness if you 
can until such time as the direct statement is made and thereupon, the 
matter will be open to questions by the witness. 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. Chairman, you mentioned about the number of 
days set aside for the hearing. 

When this bill was originally scheduled, you had set aside 4 days. 
I have made some commitments. I won’t be here for all the hearings, 
but according to our usual custom and a request which I make for the 
record, and which you have told me that you could concur in, I request 
that the further discussion of the bill by the committee not be taken 
up until after the Easter vacation, when I return, and two other 
members of the committee, who are going to be away. 

Mr. Enetz. The Chair, of course, is subject to the order of the 
committee but in the absence of a different order, it isn’t the intention 
of the chairman to ask for action on this bill when we are crowding 
up against the Easter recess and many of our members are going to be 
out of town. This is a bill of such importance that it should be con- 
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sidered by everybody possible, everyone who is able to be here being 
present when the bill is brought up for consideration and that is the 
present plan and unless I am overruled and directed to do otherwise, 
Mr. Poulson by the committee, it is not my se? ae 

Mr. Poutson. If you want me to do so, I will put it in the form of a 
motion now because I don’t want to be in the position of leaving under 
an understanding that way and then going out and finding out that 
you are bringing up the bill for consideration. 

I also know that the schedule of the committee is entirely taken up 
between now and the Easter vacation. 

Mr. Enete. All right. 

Let’s put it in the form of a unanimous consent request, that if there 
isn’t objection, it will be understood that the final disposition of this 
bill—if final disposition is made by this subcommittee it will be made 
after the Easter recess and not before. 

Is there any objection ? 

If not, that is the understanding. 

The only reason I qualified my statement the way I did is because the 
chairman doesn’t have the arbitrary power to tell this committee what 
it is going to do and as long as this chairman is handling the gavel, 
he does not propose to do so. 

Mr. Sayvor. Mr. Chairman, before we proceed any further I would 
like to have it placed in the record at this point that you have called 
our attention to the fact that our good chairman, Mr. Murdock, intro- 
duced this bill. 

I think in fairness to our chairman, it should be noted that when he 
did introduce the bill, it was not introduced as his own personal bill, 
but introduced by him by request. 

Mr. Enate. The bill as introduced will appear as a part of the record, 
as a first part of the record of these proceedings. Mr. Murdock would 
be here except for illness which detains him. I think that is under- 
stood by all members of the committee. 

Mr. Sartor. One other thing, Mr. Chairman. 

Since we now have before us in our committee room the largest num- 
ber of people that have ever been here on any bill since I have been a 
member of this committee, and in view of the fact that we have been 
told that the President’s budget is such that it is impossible to make any 
cuts whatsoever, I am interested and make a formal request that all 
members of the audience who occupy any governmental position rise 
so that the number can be counted. 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Chairman, that is rather an odd procedure. I 
don’t object to folks knowing who are here from anywhere, but to have 
a mass exposition of standing witnesses is to me out of order. I 
think that is an unreasonable request. 

Mr. Yortry. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman is going to use such 
tactics, I am going to ask that everybody stand who is in any way 
directly connected with a private power company opposed to this kind 
of project. 

Let’s be fair. 

Mr. Ener. The gentleman’s request is out of order. Both requests 
are out of order. 

The first witness is the Secretary of the Interior—— 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, in other words, I understand that when 
the military appear they are in uniform. We know who they are. 
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We can’t tell out here now whom the representatives of the Department 
of the Interior are. I would say I would like to have all representa- 
tives and all members who are —_ employed by the Department 
of the Interior in the room, to stand. 

Mr. Encix. The gentleman’s request has been ruled out of order. 

The first witness is the Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Chapman. 

Mr. Chapman, we will be glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OSCAR CHAPMAN, SECRETARY OF THE 
INTERIOR 


Secretary Cuapman. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, this is the 
first time I have had the opportunity to appear before this committee 
for some little time. I think the last time I appeared here, we were 
discussing some mineral problems. I come before you today in the 
support of H. R. 5743, which would authorize the Snake River project 
in Idaho and Oregon, the most important unit of which is the Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

I might say to you, Mr. Chairman, that a full report on this bill 
has been submitted to the House, and I presume has been referred 
to this committee. That is a much fuller report than I intend to 
give here this morning. I have a prepared statement of about 10 
minutes, if I may take that much time before questioning. 

In appearing before you today, I represent not only the position of 
the Department of the Interior; I convey to you the support of 
President Truman for the construction of this vital facility. 

I shall be followed by a number of officials of my Department who 
will discuss with you in detail the economic and technical character- 
istics of this project. I should like, however, to review with you in 
summary fashion the reasons for the authorization of Hells Canyon. 

First, it would produce a large volume of electric power urgently 
required for our long-range national security and for the continued 
economic growth of the Pacific Northwest. It would add a total 
of 1,124,000 kilowatts to the prime power supply of the region. 

Of this total, an average of 688,000 kilowatts would be produced 
at the site during the reservoir draw-down period, and 436,000 kilo- 
watts would be produced at existing and proposed downstream dams. 

Second, it should provide important benefits to flood control, navi- 
gation, recreation, and other purposes. Fish and wildlife resources 
will not be impaired by this development. 

Third, under this bill, financial support for irrigation projects 
would be made possible at a later date. 

Fourth, by providing power at low cost it would make possible 
expanded production of badly needed fertilizer through the develop- 
ment of the enormous sf psionic deposits in Idaho. It would make 
available lower cost fertilizer to millions of farmers in the West, 
— Midwest, fertilizer needed to curb the steady depletion of their 
soil. 

Fifth, Hells Canyon Dam would stimulate business, agriculture, 
and particularly the metallurgical and chemicals industries. 

Sixth, under the present bill, it would protect future upstream 
water uses, while contributing all of these benefits. 

Ordinarily, the authorization of a project of this sort would present 
few problems, because it is so clearly a vital link in the development 
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of the Columbia River system, to which the Congress has long been 
dedicated. 

But the Hells Canyon Dam authorization has become a matter of 
controversy: and a symptom of this controversy is the alternative 
plan for the development of the Snake River by one of the private 
power companies operating in the Pacific Northwest. This company, 
the Idaho Power Co., has an application pending before the Federal 
Power Commission for a license to construct the Oxbow Dam in the 
Hells Canyon Reservoir site. 

In addition to this dam, the company’s plan calls for four other 
low dams on the river. This proposition would block the Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

But is the proposal of the Idaho Power Co. really an alternative? 
Does it provide the same, or equivalent benefits to the people of the 
region as would Hells Canyon? This is the crucial question, 

Now, what is the situation with respect to Hells Canyon and the 
alternative plan of the Idaho Power Co. ? 

Hells Canyon will add 1,124,000 kilowatts of power. 

The Idaho Co. five-dam plan will add 530,000 kilowatts. 

Almost 600,000 kilowatts will be lost forever if the five dams are 
built. 

Hells Canyon will produce flood control benefits. 

The Idaho Power Co. plan will produce no flood-control benefits. 

Hells Canyon will make irrigation benefits possible. 

The Idaho Power Co. plan will not. 

Hells Canyon Power will be provided at Bonneville rates. Power 
from the five dams will be provided at the higher Idaho Power Co. 
rates. The businessman, the farmer, and the domestic consumer 
would then pay the difference. 

In considering this matter, we must keep in sight the stake of the 
entire Pacific Northwest, in fact, the entire Nation, in the Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

The greatest single asset the people of the Northwest posses is the 
Columbia River system. This great stream has already contributed 
millions of dollars of wealth to the region and to the Nation. And 
yet the Columbia is still relatively undeveloped. 

With the construction of the Bonneville and Grand Coulee Dams 
the intial steps were taken towards harnessing the stream. - Since 
then the Department of the Interior and the Army Corps of Engineers 
have prepared a comprehensive plan for development of the river— 
a blueprint for building a system of dams, canals, navigation channels, 
and other works that will put to effective use the water and related 
land resources of the basin. 

This program will increase the hydroelectric power installation to 
more than 10 million kilowatts. It will ultimately irrigate nearly 4 
million acres of land now in sagebrush and provide a supplemental 
supply of water for 14% million acres more which suffer costly water 
shortages. 

Mr. Sayior. At this point, Mr. Secretary, you would not have this 
committee under the impression that 4 million acres of land now in 
sagebrush would be irrigated by the erection of Hells Canyon Dam? 

Secretary Cuarman. No; I didn’t say that. 
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Mr. Sayror. Will there be 1 acre of ground under the bill which 
has been presented to this committee irrigated by the water in Hells 
Canyon Dam? 

Secretary Cuarman. I think I stated in my previous paragraph 
that it would not, but it left it possible to develop it later on. 

Mr. Sayvor. But by the erection of this dam at Hells Canyon, on 
not 1 acre of ground will water be provided for irrigation ? 

Secretary CuapMan. Not under this authorization. We are not 
asking for it. Weare not asking for that. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, at that point, Mr. Secretary, then it is 
understood that this bill has no irrigation benefits as such ? 

Secretary CuapMan. As the bill now stands, it does not. It leaves 
the way open so you can develop reclamation later on, when Congress 
decides to authorize it. 

Mr. Poutson. How? 

Secretary CuapmMan. By using the water. 

Mr. Poutson. Where? 

Secretary CuarMan. In the Snake River Basin. 

Mr. Poutson. Where ? 

Secretary Cuarman. The Mountain Home site. 

Mr. Poutson. Is that above the dam ? 

Secretary CHApMAN. I think it is. I am not sure. 

Mr. Poutson. Will you tell us how they can get water out from 
the dam and use it in back of it / 

Secretary CuarMan. I have got an engineer here who can tell you 
how to do it. 

Mr. Poutson. We just wanted to know. 

Secretary Cuapman. I have an engineer. 

Mr. Poutson. You are making statements as top of the Bureau and, 
of course, the newspaper boys are picking up accordingly, and we 
don’t want anything misinterpreted. We want to call your attention 
to the fact at the time. 

Secretary Cuapman. I want it thoroughly clarified. 

Mr. Povutson. Because you made the statement, we would like to 
have you also tell us how much flood-control benefits that would 
actually result from that on the basis 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt just a minute‘ I 
don’t want to interrupt my friend and I want him to have all the 
time he desires to cross examine, but I wonder if we couldn't let him 
complete his statement and then follow it with questioning. 

Mr. Poutson. We want to be honest about it, too. He is making a 
statement here; you don’t want to be accused of anything without hav- 
ing a chance to refute it and you don’t want to have these statements 
made at the time when the newspaper boys take them out and spread 
them all over the country without having a chance to let them know 
that these are disputed statements that he is making. 

We will follow it up in detail after. 

Mr. Reppen. If he could just make the statement, then go ahead 
with your line of questioning. 

Mr. Harrison. May I say that might be a little hard for the mem- 
bers of this committee to follow, unless you want to provide a tran- 
scribed statement of the witness for us to have in front of us when 
we interrogate him later. ' 
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In other words, it is fresh in our minds at this time. It doesn’t give 
the answers to some of these other questions. 

Mr. Enctr. May I suggest that the statements of all the witnesses 
who will be heard this morning, have been previously submitted and 
available for as much as a w eek. 

Mr. Buper. That isn’t correct. This statement is brand new this 
morning, Just put on our desk. 

Mr. Eneue. I will make an exc eption to the Secretary’s statement, 
which wasn’t here. He is agp his statement precisely. W ith 
regard to flood control benefits, I assume the detail on that will be 
given by the engineering witnesses who will be given next. 

Secretary Coapman. That is right. I have them here. 

Mr. Enaie. Proceed, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Carman. Flood-control benefits—— 

Mr. Benvrsen. What page is that / 

Secretary CuarmMan. I am on page 7 of the reading copy. That 
dloesn’t correspond with the copy that you have. 

Mr. Povutson. Will that statement be furnished so we have it 
before us ¢ 

Secretary Cuarpman. You now have this statement verbatim. It is 
just a different page number, that is all. 

Flood control, improvement of navigation, recreation, conservation 
of fish and wildlife, and pollution abatement are among the many 
other benefits. 

I want to emphasize the implication of this power development to 
our national security. Our experience in World War IT and more 
recently clearly shows that we continually underestimate the growing 
needs for electric power for basic industries, vital both to defense and 
to the civilian economy. For our national security and welfare we 
must get out of the habit of inadequate power programing. 

If one million kilowatts of Hells Canyon power had been waiting 
in 1950 or even in 1952, it would most certainly have been used for 
our defense program. The Nation would have been just as grateful 
for that power as it was for the timely existence of power from Grand 
Coulee and Bonneville at the start of World War IT. Here we have 
an opportunity to assure that we are not caught short in the future. 

The Congress has already authorized the major units of this pro- 
gram except for Hells Canyon Dam. Without Hells Canyon, properly 
integrated and constructed as a part of this plan, a significant portion 
of the comprehensive program can never be realized. In effect, we 
will have reduced our resource potential by our failure to develop it 
wisely. 

Whether we develop the Columbia River system for power, for irri- 
gation, or for any other purpose, whether we are considering i imme- 
diate defense needs for permanent peacetime requirements, let us not 

sacrifice the principle of integrated development of the Columbia. 

The authorization of the Hells Canyon Dam is the key to this 
principle. 

Before concluding, I should like to say a few words about an im- 
portant provision of this pending measure. Section 3 of the bill 
provides, in effect, that 300,000 kilowatts of power are to be reserved 
for sale to the State of Idaho, “acting through such agency of the 
State as may be created by State laws for the. purpose of marketing 
the power so reserved for use within the State.” 
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The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to negotiate contracts 
with this agency for the ¢ sar of this power, on terms and con- 
ditions consistent with the Federal reclamation laws. 

In my letter of October 8, 1951, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, commenting on this bill, I said that as a general 
proposition the reservations of power for specific geographic areas 
diluted the long-standing concept of basin-wide development and 
distribution of the benefits of comprehensive-resource programs. 

However, because Idaho by comparison with other States in the 
Northwest is comparatively undeveloped, industrially, I conceded 
that it seemed appropriate to assure that Idaho should benefit from 
the first major Federal project which would make low-cost power 
available in the State. 

In connection with the arrangements with the State of Idaho for 
marketing this power, I want to make my position crystal clear. In 
negotiations with the State of Idaho, or with an agency of the State, 
the basic provisions of our Federal public power policy will be para- 
mount. In my letter to the Speaker, to which I referred earlier, I 
said this: 

In 2 long line of statutes going back to 1906, the Congress at various times 
has explicitly stated in its various acts pertaining to the marketing of power 
generated by Federal projects (1) that preference in the sale of such power 
shall be given to public bodies and cooperatives, (2) that the power shall be 
transmitted and disposed of in such manner as to encourage the most widespread 
use, and (3) that such disposition shall be at the lowest possible rates con- 
sistent with sound business principles. The reason for this long-continued 
policy is clear. It is fundamental that the public should obtain the benefits to 
he derived from a Federal development of water resources, a public heritage, 
through the investment of public funds. 

It is an American tradition of long standing that public works should not 
be built simply to enrich the few at public expense, and the preference clauses 
have proved an effective instrument for preventing monopolization, in this sense, 
of the Nation’s natural resources by limited private groups. 

The people of the Northwest, and of the Nation, have a right to 
expect ths at the wealth of Hells Canyon will not be excluded from this 
policy. We shall be doing no less than our duty in assuring that this 
does not happen. On this basis, I urge that you recommend the 
authorization of this measure. 

Mr. Chairman, in addition to that statement, I would like to ask 
your permission to read into the record a letter from the Defense 
Electric Power Administration which bears directly upon this par- 
ticular project. 

Mr. Bunce. Mr. Secretary 

Mr. Encie. Let him proceed to read the letter. Then we are down 
to the point of questions. 

Is the letter very long ? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. . Just one page : and one sentence. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question at this 
point, if I may. 

Mr. Ener. Can't we get his letter in and then we will get all the 
questions ¢ 

Mr. Buper. Then I will object to the letter, if you want to do it 
that way. I would like the Secretary to point out that the Defense 
Electric Power Administration is a part of the Department of In 
terior; is that correct 4 
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Secretary CuarmMan. I am going to do that in reading this letter. 
This letter is in response to a memorandum from me addressed to 
the Defense Electric Power Administration, asking them to give me 
a report on this particular project; it is addressed to me. 

DeEaR Mr. SecreTary: Reference is made to your letter of March 12, 1952, 
requesting our comments on the proposal now before the Congress (H. R. 5743) 
for authorization of the Hells Canyon Dam and Scriver Creek power plants 
on the Snake River in the Pacific Northwest. 

The Pacific Northwest is today, and will continue to be for several years, 
deficient in electrical energy supplies. Projects now under construction there 
will eliminate the present winter low water hazard to important defense produc- 
tion and other area requirements, by 1957 or 1958. Projects now under con- 
struction will not provide any margin of reserve for normal future growth to 
meet area needs after 1958. This is estimated to be on the order of 500,000 
kilowatts annually. 

Due to the availability of adequate water supplies in the Pacific Northwest, the 
construction of hydroelectric projects with their accompanying low energy 
cost has been and is now an obviously desirable method of meeting energy needs. 
Where such resources are used, the longer construction period for hydro projects 
requires planning and construction well in advance if future needs are to be 
met. Accordingly, it is highly desirable that provision be made now for new 
supplies of electric energy to meet this requirement. 

Hydro projects in existence and under construction in the Pacific Northwest 
are largely the run-of-river type without substantial storage behind them to 
provide a “leveling” effect of low-water periods. This has produced ample 
power during the high water months April through August but has left the area 
short in the heavy load, low water winter period. Defense Electric Power 
Administration has on several occasions pointed out the desirability of increas- 
ing Columbia River storage to balance seasonal water flows for the run-of-river 
plants. The proposed Hells Canyon Dam would provide storage of this nature 
and provide some of the needed margin of power for area growth after 1958S. 
Scriver Creek power plants, While producing a small amount of power, are highely 
desirable because they can be constructed in a relatively short time. 

This agency is not prepared to comment specifically on the matter of feasibility, 
cost or other factors which might affect authorization and construction of this 
project. We assume those matters will be fully presented by the proposing 
agency. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES F. FArRMAN, Administrator. 


Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Encte. Does that complete your statement, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary CuapMan. It does, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enete. In harmony with precedence of the committee, the 
Chair will recognize the ranking Democrat on the subcommittee and 
next, the ranking Republican, alternatively, in accord with our usual 
practice. 

I just want to ask one or two questions, first. 

Mr. Secretary, has this bill been approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget ? 

Secretary CuapMan, It has. 

Mr. Enoix. Would you submit for the record in connection with 
your statement, a list of those who belong to the Defense Power Ad- 
ministration, the people who wrote this letter, giving their background 
and previous experience in the electric business, if any ? 

Secretary CuarMAn. I will be glad to supply that as a memoran- 
dum. 

This gentleman is Mr. James Fairman, vice president of the New 
York Edison Co. 

Mr. Encix. Without objection, the departmental memorandum will 
be made a part of the record at this point. 
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Is there objection? If not, it is so ordered. 
(The information requested is as follows :) 
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The Defense Electric Power Administration staff numbers approximately 191 


persons. 


administrative tasks. 


Of this number 94 are engaged in general clerical, stenography and 
The balance, approximately 97 persons, perform super- 


visory or technical services. It has been the practice of DEPA to recruit this 
latter group as far as possible from the electric industry, both public and private. 

Following is a listing of the supervisory staff in DEPA indicating briefly the 
responsibility and background of each person. 





Title, name, grade, and 
salary 


Responsibility 


Personal background 





Fairman, W 


Administrator, James F. | Responsible for DEPA program em- | 
oc. | 


Deputy Administrator, 
John D. Davis, GS-17, 
$13,000. 


General counsel, E. 
Jason Dryer, GS-17, 


$13,000. 


officer, 
Holmes, 


Information 
George 8. 
GS-14, $9,600. 


Director, Division Ad- 
ministrative Manage- 
ment, Fred W. Bolen, 
GS-15, $10,800. 


Director, Power Supply 
Division, Hollis K. 
Sels, WOC 





j 
| 
| 
| 


] 





ying defense control and expan- 
sion functions of Nation’s power 
industry. 


Assists Administrator in carrying out 
DEPA program. 


Responsible for all legal problems of 
DEPA including interpretation of 
laws, rendering opinions, drafting 
legal documents, negotiations, and 
general DEP A representation on all 
legal matters affecting program. 


Responsible for initiating organizing, 
directing, supervising, and review- 
ing a complete and continuous infor- 
mation, public relations, and report- 
ing program for the purpose of mak- 
ing timely presentation to the power 
industry and to the public in general, 
of the program accomplishments and 
requirements of the Defense Electric 
Power Administration. 

—— for managing budget, fis- 
cal, personnel, and general services 
operations, and for providing techni- 
cal assistance in organizing and man- 
aging the Defense Electric Power 
Administration, participates in plan- 
ning, policy formulation and admin- 
istration, direction and coordination 
of the Defense Electric Power Ad- 
ministration program. 

Develops national and regional power 
supply requirements for defense pro- 
duction and essential civilian needs 


Attended Phoenix Junior 





and formulates power supply pro- 
grams for the country. Analyzes) 
power requirements for various | 
phases of defense program. Develops 
means for preventirfg or alleviating 
deficiencies in power supply. Re- 
sponsible for balancing the power 
programs with the prospective avail- 
ability of equipment and materials. 


Vice president, Consolidated Edison 


Co., New York, B. 8. degree, Uni- 
versity Michigan, 1918; M. 8. degree, 
University Michigan, 1921. Member 
Tau Beta Pi, honorary engineering 
fraternity; member Engineers Clubs, 
New York and Brooklyn, trustee, 
Flatbush Savings Bank, New York; 
director, Consolidated Telegraph & 
Electrical Subway Co., New York. 
Past president, American Institute 
of Electrical Engineers; past presi- 
dent, New York State Society Pro- 
fessional Engineers; and past presi- 
dent, National Society Professional 
Engineers. 


Was Washington manager for Bonne- 


ville Power Administration prior to 
appointment with DEPA. Former 
consultant with National Security 
Resources Board. Administrative 
official, Washington State govern- 
ment approximately 12 years. At- 
tended Westminister College, Ful- 
ton, Mo., and University of Wash- 
ington, Seattle. 


B. A. degree, Yale University, 1937; 


LL. B. degree, Yale University, 
1940. 1948 to 1951 assistant general 
counsel, Bonneville Power Adminis- 
tration; executive assistant to the 
president of the Morrison-Merrill 
& Co., Salt Lake City, Utah; served 
as director and secretary, Morrison- 
Merrill & Co.; Tri-State Lumber Co. 
and Badger Lumber Co. 


Ph. D. degree, Brown University, 


Providence, R. I., 1904. Extensive 
experience as public relations officer 
and newspaper editor. 


College, 
Arizona; George Washington Uni- 
versity and National Law School, 
Washington, D. C. Member bar, 
Arizona, 1941. Extensive experience 
administrative management in Fed 
eral Government. Assigned chief of 
administration, Boeing Aircraft 
Corp., during military service 1944- 
46 


Degree in electrical engineering, Iowa 


State College, 1919. In charge staff 
engineering group, Public Service 
Electric & Gas Co., Newark, N. J., 
where he has been employed approxi- 
mately 30 years. Member, American 
Institute of Electrica) Engineers. 








34 


Title, name, grade, and 
salary 


Chief, Major Equip- 
ment Scheduling 
Branch, Guy T. Shoe- 
maker, WOC. 


Chief, Major 
Control 
Clinton T. 
GS-16, $12,000 


Projects 
Branch, 
Hurd, 


Chief, Minor Require 
ments Branch, Robert 
H. Sperreng, WOC 


Chief, Construction Ex- 
pediting Branch, Ans- 
bert G. Skina, GS-15, 
$10,800 


Chief, Utilization Con- 
servation Branch, 
Johann H. Gumz, 


Chief, Power Coordina- 
tion and Planning 
Branch, Arthur B. 
Vieregg, GS-16, 
$12,000. 


Chief, Power Require- 
ments Branch, Clifford 
R. Beardsley, GS-16, 
$12,000. 


HELLS CANYON 


Responsibility 


Advises the Nationa] Production 
Authority concerning the essen- 
tiality and urgency of heavy power 
equipment required for particular 
projects in the DEPA electric 
power program. 


Receives and analyzes applications 

from electric power industry regard- 
ing major construction projects. 
Arranges for exemptions from re- 
strictions. Determines essentiality 
of certain projects. Approves, 
modifies, or denies apvlications for 
program materials and equipment, 
permission to use program materials 
on hand, and permission to con- 
struct. Promotes conservation of 
critical materials. 
Administers program governing re 
ct ipt ind use by electric ulilities of 
material for muintenance, repatlr, 
operations, and minor plant addi 
tions. Coordinates provisions of 
the contro] program with restrictions 
of other interested branches or agen 
cles 

Assists power industry in obtaining 
material and equipment for ap 
proved construction projects when 
confronted with unusual procure- 
ment problems. Represents the 
power industry before NPA in ob 
taining equipment under their juris- 
diction. Arranges for special assist 
ance for the power industry with 
individual suppliers and agencies 
Serves as the point of contact for the 
electric power industry faced with 
general construction problems and 
renders assistance. 

Keeps in touch with the power situa- 
tion in the various regions and makes 
preliminary studies with respect to 
power-use limitations and other 
emergency devices. In cases where 
inadequacies of power supply arise, 
develops and earries out programs 
for the reduction of nonessential uses 
of power and for allocation of power 
among various types of users. 

Supervises and directs coordination of 
the operations of the power supply 
systems in the various regions of the 
country, maintains continuing con- 
tact with regional power coordinat- 
ing committees and with the organi- 
zations of power-supply systems. 
Maintains continuing appraisals of 
regional ' power-supply conditions. 
Determines needs for expansion of 
generating and transmission capac- 
ity and expansion. Develops power 
programs, region by region, on a ba- 
sis consistent with regional power 
requirements and with the availa- 
bility of equipment and materials. 

Assembles and analyzes information 
on prospective power requirements 
for the various phases of the 
defense production program and for 
the various types of essential civilian 
use. Maintains continuing contact 
with military and other Government 
planning agencies and with various 
industries to determine in advance 
prospective power requirements in- 
volved in their plans. Conducts 
studies determining over-all power 
requirements of the country under 
the prospective emergency condi- 
tions. 








DAM 


Personal background 


Electrical engineering degree, Purdue 
University, 1910. Former vice presi- 
dent of Kansas City Power & Light 
Co., Kansas City, Kans.; extensive 
background in engineering and con- 
struction while employed by United 
Light & Power Co., 1914-40. Mem- 
ber, American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers; American Institute of 
Electrical Engineering. 

aes engineering degree, Oregon 
State College, 1923. Extensive ex- 
perience in all phases of management 
of electric and water utilities while 





employed by Northwest Utilities 
Conference Committee, PRonneville 
Power Administration, Aliis Chail- 
mers Co., and othe engineering 
firms. Member of American Insti- 
tute of Electrical Engineers. 
Purchasing agent, Union Electric Co, 


St. Louis, Mo. Approximately 15 
years’ experience administrative and 
supervisory with company. Studied 
electrical engineering at Washington 
University, St. Louis, Mo. Mem- 
ber, Engineers Club, St. Louis. and 
St. Louis Electric Board of Trade 











B. S. in electrical engineering, Uni- 
versity Idaho, 1935. C onsulting 
engineer and expediter, Department 
of the Army, civilian, and during 
military service, United States and 
abroad. Formerly, electrical engi- 
neer approximately 7 years, Hill & 





Sullivan Mining & Concentrating 
Co., Kellogg, Idaho Member, 
American Institute of Electrical 
Engineers 


Manager, commercial and industrial 
sales, Pacific Gas & Electric Co., San 
Francisco. Extensive experience in- 
dustrial engineering. Attended Uni- 
versity of Illinois. Member, Ameri- 
ean Gas Association; Pacifie Coast 
Electric Association; Electrochemi- 
eal Society; Engineers Club of San 
Francisco, and others. 





Formerly with Bureau of the Budget 
and Rural Electrification Adminis- 
tration in an administrative capacity; 
studied electrical engineering, Uni- 
versity of Nebraska, Lincoln, Nebr., 
and Washington University, St. 
Louis, Mo 


degree, Yale, 
Industrial 
Edison, 


1905. Director, 
Development, 
New York 


B. Ph. 
Economic 
Consolidated 
City, 27 years 
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Pitle, name, grade, and Responsibility Personal background 
salary 
Director, Materials and | Administers the claimant agency fune- | Vice president and assistant to presi- 
Equipment Division, tion of Defense Electric Power Ad- dent, Pacific Power & Light Co., 
Donald R. MeClung, | ministration with respect to equip- Portland, Oreg.; 50 years experience 
woc ment and material, controlled by with this company Attended Ben 
| other defense agencies. son Polytechnic School, Portland, 


j Oreg. Member Northwest Electric 
| Light & Power Association, 
Chief, Statistics and | Prepares and presents requirerments | A. B, degree, Cornell University, 1935, 


Procedures Branch, of the power industry for quarterly M. B. A. degree, New York Uni- 

Benjamin 8. Loeb, allocations of materials. Allocates versity, 1948. Previously employed 

GS-15, $10,800. allotted materials by programs, is utilities analyst by National 
maintains accounting records on Security Resources Board; statisti- 
materials allocations, and renders cian and economist, Office of Wat 
accounting reports to Defense Pro- Utilities; assistant district manager, 
duction Administration and DEPA War Production Board, Hartford, 
staff. Prepares orders, forms, indus- Conn 


try letters, and other documents 
sent to the electric power industry 
Prepares economic and statistical 
studies. Is point of contact for other 
Government agencies regarding 
DEPA operations under the Con- 
trolled Materials Plan. 


Mr. Enair. Mr. Redden, do you have some questions ¢ 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Secretary, [am not sufficiently familiar with this 
bill right now to ask the questions that I would like to, but I assume 
that we will be in the progress of this hearing for some time and I will 
try to get a little more familiar with it. I do have a few questions | 
would like to ask the Secretary. 

If this project is approved as now contemplated by H. R. 5748, Mr. 
Secretary, what is estimated to be the cost / 

Secretary CHarMan. The total cost is estimated to be $357 million. 

Mr. Reppen. How long will it take to complete the construction of 
this project and put it in operation / 

Secretary CuarmMan. I imagine about 6 to 7 years. I will have to 
ask the engineers for the time schedule on that. I think probably that 
is about the time limit. 

Mr. Reppen. How is this $357 million to be paid back ¢ 

Mr. Cuarman. Congressman, it is broken down in this way on the 
costs: for flood control benefits which are not repayable by local citi- 
zens, $37,561,000, navigation, $4,863,000, recreation $1 million. These 
are nonreimbursable items totaling $43,424,000, and the remaining 
$313,386,000 will be paid for by the sale of electric power. That totals 
88 percent of the cost of construction of the project. 

Mr. Reppen. What rate of interest does that bear ? 

Secreary Cuarpman. I don’t know if I understand quite what you 
mean. 

Mr. Reppen. What rate of interest would this $313 million bear? 
What rate of interest would be collected upon this sum ? 

Secretary Cuarpman. You will be charging for electric energy at 
the rate of approximately 2 mills per kilowatt. 

Mr. Reppen. That is not what I mean. 

The Government would, of course, have to furnish this $315 million. 
As a matter of fact, it would have to furnish it all. Now, the *5315 
million is to be paid back. 

Secretary CuarmMan. That is right. 

Mr. Reppen. I want to know what rate of interest will the Govern- 
ment receive for the money it advances. 
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Secreary CuapMan. I see your question. I will have to get that 
information on the detailed cost of the financing of that money. I 
will get that for you. 

Mr. Reppen. Can you tell me what period of time will be allowed 
or required for this money to be paid back ? 

Secretary CHarmMan. The time period is 50 years for amortization 
of the whole project. 

Mr. Reppen. Is that in keeping with the usual policies of the Interior 
Department ? 

Secretary CuapMan. Yes, on the reclamation projects. 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Chairman, that is all I have to ask. 

Mr. Ener. The Chair would like to call attention to the presence 
and interest of a former Member of the House in our distinguished col- 
league from the United States Senate, Senator Dworshak; we are 
glad to have you here, Senator. 

Mr. D’Ewart? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Secretary, this is one dam in a huge basin that 
includes a number of States and Canada, and there will be dams built 
I believe in every State before we get through, and some in Canada. 
Would you tell us what dams are now under construction in this basin 
and when they will be completed ? 

Secretary Cuapman. The McNary Dam in the basin I think comes 
in to production next year and there are several more. Do you have 
that schedule with you, Mr. McPhail ? 

Mr. McPuam. Yes. 

Secretary CuarMan. There are several more under construction. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Would you have them pointed out ? 

Mr. Cuarman. Yes. Where is McNary Dam? 

Mr. Dirrmer. Here is McNary Dam. Up near here [pointing on 
map]. This is the mouth of the Columbia, it extends up here, and up 
to Canada and the Snake River starts here, and extends down through 
this area. 

McNary Dam is here. 

Secretary Cuarpman. Where are the others? 

Mr. Dirrmer. The list is right there. 

Secretary CuarMan. Hungry Horse is over in Montana, near 
Kalispell. Chief Joseph, as it is known now 

Mr. Sayvor. If the witness will please, for the record, when he 
points to the map marked “region 1” indicate by words just where 
these dams will be. 

Mr. Enete. Let’s get a clear distinction also between presently 
existing and proposed. 

Mr. D’Ewart. My next question is going to be authorized dams, so 
this question is what is under construction. The next question will be 
authorized. 

Secretary CuapmMan. Let me just run over the list of those that are 
already under construction. That is Hungry Horse, the Albeni Falls, 
Chief Joseph 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. Would he point those as you name them ¢ 

Secretary Cuapman. Go to Chief Joseph there. 

Mr. Dirrmer. Hungry Horse is located on the Flathead River above 
Kalispell in Montana, near Glacier Park. What is the next one? 

Secretary CuapMan. McNary. 

Mr. Dirrmer. McNary Dam is located near the Big Bend on the 
Columbia River, somewhat below the junction of the Snake River 
with the Columbia near Kenewick. 

Secretary CHarpMan. And The Dalles. 

Mr. McPuatm The Dalles is located 

Mr. Reppen. He didn’t give the State. 

Mr. Dirrmer. That is in the State of Washington. 

McNary is between Washington and Oregon, excuse me. 

Secretary CuarpMan,. Give the State in each instance. 

Mr. Dirrrmer. The Dalles is located about 100 miles above Portland 
and about 60 miles above Bonneville Dam on the Columbia River, 
between the States of Oregon and Washington. 

Mr. Enoie. Will the witness give his name for the record? 1 think 
we are getting confused here. We don’t know which dams are built 
and which are authorized, and which are in prospect. 

Secretary Cuarman. These are all under construction that we are 
talking about, this whole list. 

Mr. Enete. Is The Dalles under construction ? 

Secretary CuapMan. Yes. Just started. 

There are some more here: Lookout Point—— 

Mr. Dirrmer. The name is William A. Dittmer, power manager, 
Bonneville Power Administration. 

Mr. Reppen. I wish the witness would give the distance between the 
dams. 

Mr. Dirrmer. Lookout Point is located on the upper part of Wil- 
lamette River system in central western Oregon, south of the city of 
Eugene. 

Secretary CuarmMan. Big Cliff and Detroit, both of those. 

Mr. Drrrmer. Big Cliff and Detroit are some 40 or 50 miles east 
of the city of Salem, in Oregon; Detroit, being the main dam and Big 
Cliff being the reregulating dam situated a short distance below, on 
the Santiam River. 

Secretary Cuapman. And the Dexter. 

Mr. Dirrmer. These aren’t on here. That is also located in the 
vicinity of Lookout Point and is one of the dams on the upper reaches 
of the Willamette River. 

Secretary CHapman. That is the list that is under construction now. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Mr. Secretary, does that include those under con- 
struction by the Army also or just by the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Secretary CuarpmMan. Some of those the Army is building. 

Here is an authorized group of projects. The authorized projects 
are the Libby project, in Montana, Priest Rapids, in the State of 
Washington. 
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Mr. Drirmer. Libby, I think, is located north of the Hungry Horse 
project on the Kootenai River, in Montana, near the town of Troy. 

Secretary Cuapman. The John Day project in Washington and 
Oregon. 

Mr. Drrrmer. John Day project is located between the Bonneville 
project and The Dalles project on the Columbia River, between Ore- 
gon and Washington. 

Secretary CHapMANn. Ice Harbor. 

Mr. Drrrmer. Ice Harbor is the lowest of the four dams authorized 
on the lower Snake River, located in the State of Washington a few 
miles above the junction of the Snake River with the Columbia River. 

Secretary CHApman. The Lower Monumental. 

Mr. Drrrmer. That is the next one above Ice Harbor on the same 
stretch of the Snake River. 

Secretary CHapman. Little Goose. 

Mr. Drrrmer. Little Goose is the next one above Monumental. 

Secretary CHapMan. Lower Granite. 

Mr. Dirrmer. That is the last of the four. They are all located in 
the southeastern part of the State of Washington on the lower part 
of the Snake River. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. How about the Hills Creek ? 

Mr. Drrrmer. Hills Creek is located on the upper stretch of the 
Willamette River near the location of Lookout Point and the others 
which were previously referred to in the State of Oregon. 

Secretary CHapMan. Cougar. 

Mr. Dirrmer. That is also on a tributary of the Willamette River, 
slightly north of these three projects, Dexter, Lookout Point, and Hills 
Creek on a different branch of the Willamette. 

Mr. Poutson. Now, Mr. Secretary, those dams in what we call west- 
ern Oregon are under the Engineers ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. Those are all being constructed by the Corps of Engi- 
neers, 

Mr. Poutson. They are for flood control and power ¢ 

Mr. Dirrmer. Yes. They are primarily for the purpose of flood 
control. There is power with most of them. I am not sure whether 
power has been authorized in all cases for all of them or not. I think 
these that are mentioned here do have power facilities planned. 

Mr. Poutson. No irrigation in any of those / 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Not in those; I don’t think. 

Mr. Dirrmer. The Bureau of Reclamation would know that. I 
don’t have any direct knowledge as to what the irrigation features 
would be. 

Secretary CHarpMAN. McPhail, do they have any? 

Mr. McPuarn. Not now. There are irrigation facilities proposed. 

Mr. Enete. Just a minute. 

We can’t keep this record straight with people from the audience 
answering. 

Can the witness state the information which was conveyed from the 
audience ¢ 

Secretary CHarman. Yes. He said at the present time, there is no 
irrigation, but there are plans that some irrigation will be attached to 
those projects. 


ui 


~~ 





Po RF sais bith atlanta 





HELLS CANYON DAM 39 


The White Bridge and Green Peter. Green Peter is the first one. 

Mr. Drrrmer. Green Peter and White Bridge are also located in 
the State of Oregon on branches of the Willamette River, between 
the Detroit Dam and this other group of dams that has just been 
referred to southeast of the city of Salem in the State of Oregon. 

Secretary CuapMan. The Roza project. 

Mr. Drrrmer. The Roza project is located—the Roza project isn’t 
shown on this map. It is located in the State of Washington on the 
Yakima River, near the city of Yakima. 

Secretary CHarMan. Chandler. 

Mr. Dirrmer. That is located south of that on the same river in 
the State of Washington, not far from the city of Yakima. 

Secretary CHarpMan. Palisades. 

Mr. Ditrmer. That is located on the upper reaches of the Snake 
River in the extreme southeastern part of the State of Idaho. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Eneie. The gentleman from Montana has the floor. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I will yield for a question. I don’t want to lose my 
opportunity. 

Mr. Buper. What is the status of the Palisades? 

I understood you were naming the projects that were authorized 
but not under construction. 

Secretary CuapMan. That is right. That is authorized but not 
under construction. 

Mr. Buper. Palisades Dam ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. It is under construction. 

Secretary CHarpMan. You have got this in the wrong list, then. 

Mr. Sayvor. Let the record show that I said that is not unusual, 
in the wrong place. 

Secretary CHarMaNn. It is quite a long list. The Palisades is under 
construction. American Falls. 

Mr. Dirrmer. American Falls is located on the Snake River in the 
southeastern part of Idaho. 

Secretary CuapmMan. Here are four recommended that have no 
authorization: Hells Canyon, Upper Scriver, Lower Scriver, and 
Garden Valley. Show where those four are. 

Mr. Dirrmer. Hells Canyon is here and upper and lower Scriver, 
and this is Black Canyon, Garden Valley and the Scriver projects 
here, located in the western part of the State of Idaho on the Payette 
River. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Then dams like Glacier View and Ice Harbor are 
still under study and not recommended at this time? 

Secretary CHapMaNn. Ice Harbor is one of those that is an author- 
ized project, but hasn’t been appropriated for. 

Mr. D’Ewart. My next question is, What is the total sum it will 
take to complete the authorized projects on the Columbia Basin ? 

Secretary CuapMan. I don’t have that figure from my testimony, 
but I will get it for you and put it in the record. 
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(The information requested is as follows :) 
Funds required to complete authorized power projects in the Columbia River 
Basin 
PROJECTS UNDER CONSTRUCTION 












































Funds re- 
Project State quired to 
} complete 
Bureau of Reclamation: 
Grand Coulee power mr and related facilities... __.-. Washington...........-- $8, 986, 881 
NEE EEE (PEE Lee eS 0 PES 19, 533, 810 
Palisades __ Se PERE SE ER OS ...-| Idaho-Wyoming.-.-..---.--| 71, 273, 527 
Subtotal, Bureau of Reclamation. - ; eed: ; ; 99, 794, 218 
Bonneville Power Administration: Transmission syste m_. - A d 114, 382, 000 
Corps of Fngineers: er it 
Bonneville. - - - ‘ 5 isi : Oregon- del anaeccen , 0 
The Dalles. ..___-- ree oh i tae i te ; = * EEA 343, 572, 000 
McNary rs ‘ ‘ . a ‘ ; do aoa | 126, 565, 000 
Chief Joseph. . a : Be ek Oe oe ie Washington H . 162, 407, 200 
Albeni Falls . : LS Vie ee aaa : eel 18, 170, 000 
Detroit and Big Cliff eubiceitts 5 koe a | Oregon ; | 14, 049, 800 
Lookout Point and Dexter-_.............----- EES TS a ae 46, 601, 300 
a ee ae ee Sen ee eee Sons TH, 365, 300 
Subtotal, projects under construction..-_----..-.-...-.---- RES era ee , | ~ 925, 541, 518 
PROJECTS AUTHORIZED BUT NOT STARTED 
Bureau of Reclamation: 
Minidoka: American Falls power division.._-._--~--- Idaho---- . : $7, 680, 495 
Yakima: | 
Chandler power plant and related facilities............| Washington_._-........---| 4, 617,310 
SE Se Ae Sl OE DANE ee 2, 290, 000 
Subtotal, Bureau of Reclamation_-_--_.....-...-- ty FA a | 14, 587, 805 
Bonneville Power Administration: Transmission sy stem ‘ itiptian<is ta (| ie 
(from supplement to 1951 advance program). 
=_—=—SSSSS_====a3 
Corps of Engineers: 
s0en Day.......- PAE SPY TAR eM OA next se : Oregon-Washington.......| 454, 617,000 
OS SR ee ee ee +" Washington............---| 330,370,000 
Ice Harbor - - ER REEDED IL BE RTT % aA . Leehoeese ..-----| 101,238,400 
Lower Monumental__- ee EEF AREAS Sis EE eH weebasssd pabeitemae tn 92, 434, 000 
Little Goose a eS Seas 
Lower Granite. ....__- EEL DO ORSAY AE EO ORE. ALY ae ei ___.| 87,171, 000 
DOSE aaa eee: DE SESE pe SST | Montana...............-..| 263, 437,000 
LS SS ALT at ABLE TIALS a oe I ok eds ccintalean pel 35, 548, 000 
White Bridge..______- SOP GER eR OES ee TO ee 21, 385, 000 
a a RRR Rice Ee ee ene ED slip tlhe ieknsielico dedanneae | 38, 722, 000 
pra Creek... ..2.... pete ii Sat De 1S ee i _| 27, 137, 000 
a Ce Oe I ii orien ce deine ln cn candawceesseseceesnnenca], Ape 
Subtotal, projects authorized but not started - - - .-.-- ERE erm | 
Dt RR Ra aeesee Re SRP ee ae Be aa aclu stants tate 


Mr. D’Ewarr. About how many years will it take? 

Secretary CuapMan. The schedules are varied. They are ap- 
proved now, and will run for a completed program for anywhere 
from 5 to 8 years. 

Mr. D'Ew art. In other words, it is your hope to complete all the 
authorized projec ts within 8 years? 

Secretary Cuapman. If we could begin now. Those schedules run 
anywhere from 5 to 8 year periods of construction. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. It is within your 10-year program ? 

Secretary CHapman. Yes. Some take shorter time, some take 
longer. 
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Mr. D’Ewart. My next question has to do with the compact. 

in view of the large construction that has been undertaken and 
the large construction that is planned, wouldn’t it be good judgment 
to complete the oy. before we construct more dams that are on 
State boundaries or that affect State interests 

Secretary CHapmMAN. Well, you are talking about a proposal that 
is under consideration and discussion, I presume, by the various 
States of this basin, but I don’t know whether there has been enough 
progress to justify delaying these projects because the compact would 
still supervise or handle them when it eventually took place. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I notice in your statement as I remember it you re- 
served part of the power for Idaho. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Without reference to the compact, which has to do 
with the division of water, not power. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. We did that in the case of Hungry Horse for 
Montana. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is-correct. 

Secretary CuapMan, I think it is only fair—that doesn’t mean 
that only 300,000 kilowatts would be used in Idaho but it would mean 
they would be assured of at least that much. I think they ought to 
have all that is feasible from the project to help develop their area. 

Mr. D’Ewart. My thought is that the Congress has authorized the 
compact in the hopes that they will reach an amiable agreement as 
to divisions of water and power in that area and it ordinarily would 
come ahead of construction of a number of projects. 

However, I realize it takes time to do those things, but theoretically 
it would be better if that was agreed to first ¢ 

Secretary CHapMan. If you could plan your top administrative 
structure first before you got any of these it probably might be better 
as an administrative procedure, but because of the necessity of so many 
of these things, and they are so urgent, I think we ought to proceed 
with them and work out the administrative procedures as soon as you 
can. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I would like to ask a question or two about Hells 
Canyon as you plan it. What would be the total storage capacity in 
acre-feet of Hells Canyon 4 

Secretary CHapMAN. I don’t have that figure, Congressman, as to 
acre-feet of storage. Let me ask Mr. McPhail, who is the engineer on 
that, if I may. 

Mr. MePhail, will you come up and bring your chair up here / 

Mr. Nelson is in charge of that region. He has that. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. My next question, Mr. Secretary is, does that take all 
the unappropriated water left in the Snake River ¢ 

Secretary CHAPMAN. He says that 4,400,000 acre-feet of storage is 
provided. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. 8,400,000 ? 

Secretary CHapMANn. 4,400,000. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Does that take all the unappropriated water that is 
left in the Snake River? 

Secretary Cuapman. I will have to ask the technical people on that. 

We brought them here for that purpose. 
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Mr. Netson. I would say that the project would take only the 
water that reaches the site and our estimates are that there is an aver- 
age of 12 million acre-feet that flows by the site now. 

We estimate an average of about 1 million acre-feet of depletion 
during the pay-out period of the project. That is taking into account 
future upstream developments. These are average over the 50-year 
pay-out of the project. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. If I understand your answer, then you will file on all 
the unappropriated water? In Snake River ¢ 

Secretary CHapman. I don’t know what you mean. You mean we 
would utilize all the water? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. When the Bureau of Reclamation builds a dam in 
the West, it first protects its water rights by filing under State law 
for the water. 

Secretary CuapMan. That is right. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. There is a good deal of this water in the Snake River 
already filed on. 

What I want to know is do you plan to take all that has not been 
preempted up to date? For the use of this project ? 

Mr. Netson. Yes. I believe. that is correct, except that there are 
proposed provisions in the bill to protect existing water rights and 
also make allowance for future upstream depletions for consumptive 
use. 

I would like to ask Mr. Stinson, our counsel, to answer that. 

Mr. Enote. I am wondering, we are going to have the technical 
witnesses on in a few minutes. 

I wonder if we can’t defer some of these technical questions which 
obviously the Secretary is not in position to discuss. 

The next witnesses will be the technical witnesses and all of those 
subject matters will be gone into, I assume. 

Secretary CHapMan. Every one. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Certainly it is fundamental here as to who is going 
to have first use of this water, and where it is going to use all the 
unpreempted water for Hells Canyon you will stop all future irri- 
gation development in the Snake River Basin and I think that is 
important to this committee, because we are concerned first with the 
development of the irrigation resources. 

Mr. Encir. May I say to the gentleman that the statement of the 
Chair wasn’t any reflection on the question. It is a vital piece of 
information. 

Secretary Cuarpman. The question should be clarified. 

Mr. Ena te. I only ask that the technical aspects of this project are 
in the purview of statements of the upcoming witnesses. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We will skip those. 

We will bring these more or less technical questions a little later. 

One or two more general questions then. 

Has this project been referred to the governor of the State or the 
State legislature and have they asked for it? 

Secretary CHapMAN. Yes, sir, it has. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. They have asked for it? 

Secretary Cuarman, It has been sent to them. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Have they asked for it? 

Secretary CHapman. I don’t know whether they asked for it or 
whether we sent it without being asked. 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. Ordinarily, you would receive a letter of comment 
from the governor when you submit such a project to that governor? 

Secretary Cuarpman. As a matter of fact, Congressman, I think 
the Flood Control Act of 1944, if I am not mistaken on that date, 
requires that it be sent to the governor. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Then the governor is supposed to file a statement 
of his views? Have you such a statement ¢ 

Secretary CHapmMaNn. Yes. I think we have them from all the gov- 
ernors in that area. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Do the Governors of Idaho and Oregon communi- 
cate to you expressing approval of this project ? 

Secretary CuapMan. We want to put those communications in the 
record! If my memory serves me correctly, they do. 

(The comments of the governors have been transmitted to the Con- 

ess as required by the Flood Control Act of 1944, and are inserted 
eginning at p. 81 of the hearings.) 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. In the case of both of the States ? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That answers my question, I think. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Bentsen ¢ 

Mr. Bentsen. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the Secretary if 
this estimate he has given us was based on 1952 prices ? 

Secretary CHarmMan. Yes. That is based on present prices. 

Mr. Bentsen. I was particularly interested in the interest compo- 
nent that would be charged, on 88 percent of the cost estimate that is 
reimbursible. I read the statement that you gave before the commit- 
tee this morning and I read the report which you have submitted, the 
committee print, and frankly, I am somewhat disappointed in one 
part of it that has been left out that I think is extremely important. 

I read of all the advantages and what can be done by the Depart- 
ment of Interior in building it but I see very little, if anything, at all 
concerning the financing of it. I am very interested in these benefits 
but I am also interested in how much they are going to cost ‘the tax- 
payer, and more so, every day. I will say along with my statement 
that I have reached no conclusion on this project. 

I am earnestly seeking light on it. I am trying to balance these 
benefits and costs and I have seen very little developed in the report 
that you have given in regard to the cost, how much the interest com- 
ponent is so we know how true a figure the 50-year estimate is. 

Secretary CnarpmMan. Congressman, you are correct in that. I 
didn’t attempt to put into my opening statement any of the details of 
the financing or the engineering at all because we have witnesses who 
are specialized in that and they are coming on to give you the detail 
of the financing and all. As I said, the interest runs at the rate of 
3 percent a year for the 50-year period. That is until it is paid off. 

Mr. Bentsen. That is the interest component é 

Secretary CuarpMan. That is the equivalent of the returns we get, 
equivalent to cost tothe Government. 

Mr. Bentsen. You figure three hundred-million-some will be re 
turned through the sale of power in approximately 50 years plus 3 
percent on the Government’s money in it 

Secretary CuarMan. That is right. 

Mr. Bentsen. That is very encouraging. 

Secretary Coapman. That is right. 
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Mr. Bentsen. Thank you. 

Mr. Minter. Say that again. 

Mr. Bentsen. This is one thing I am particularly interested in, is 
the estimate of when we would have the full sum, not the reimbursable 
sum returned to the Government. 

Mr. Miniter. What was that ? 

Secretary CHarMan. $313 million 

Mr. Bentsen. Eighty-eight percent of the cost of the project on 
1952 prices. The estimate is it will be returned, at the rate of 2 mills, 
in 50 years, and the Secretary has just now told us that they would 
figure a 3-percent interest component on the reimbursable amount of 
88 percent. 

Mr. Mitier. What happens to the 3-percent interest component ? 

Secretary CuarMan. That is returned to the Treasury. That is 
the $313 million which is the reimbursable cost of the construction 
program; at the end of the 50 years that will be repaid plus 3 percent 
interest intothe Treasury. That is what you want ¢ 

Mr. Bentsen. That is what I want. 

Mr. Buper. Will the gentleman from Texas yield for a question 
which I think is quite important in connection with the subject which 
you have developed ¢ 

Mr. Ener. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Bentsen. I yield. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Secretary, if you are going to pay for the project 
in 50 years, and return to the Treasury an additional 3 percent in- 
terest, at what rate are you going to sell the power from this dam in 
order to do that? 

Secretary CuapmMan. The rate will be the same as the Bonneville 
Power Administration rate. It will be tied into the Bonneville sys- 
tem, the whole Columbia Basin, the same rate. 

Mr. Bentsen. Two mills. 

Secretary Cuarman. That is equivalent to 2 mills per kilowatt- 
hour. That will give you the rate. 

Mr. Buper. Would you yield for one more question ¢ 

Mr. Bentsen. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. I understood in House Document 473—and_ inciden- 
tally, you started out and gave us a very fine analysis of the cost of 
repayments in that document—then under the Commissioner’s sub- 
sequent letter of 1951, all of that relative to costs and to repayment 
are deleted from this project, but that document says that you must 
charge 4.4 mills for this power in order to pay out the dam. 

Is that correct ? 

Secretary CuarmMan. If you were building Hells Canyon alone and 
not putting it into the grid for the total program of the Columbia 
Basin you might have to charge far more than 2 mills but if you tie 
it with the grid, put all the projects in together, you can average it out 
for a lower rate than 4 mills. 

Mr. Buper. I am simply using your own document and your own 
figures of 4.4 mills. I think the committee should be advised defi- 
nitely what your rate is going to be in order to accomplish the pay- 
out the gentleman from Texas requested. 

Secretary CuarMan. Both of those questions are very pertinent. 
I see what you are driving at. In the first place, that report was is- 
sued before two or three of the other major dams that are under con- 
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struction were authorized, and now they are authorized and some of 
them are going ahead. That will help lower the cost of the power. 

Mr. Bentsen. If the gentleman is through, I yield to Mr. Redden. 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Secretary, 1 want to know how 
the charge of 2 mills compares with the charge made by private power 
companies in that area. 

Secretary CuarmMan. I don’t remember the private power company 
charge in Idaho, Congressman, but it is considerably higher than 2 
mills, I think. 

Mr. Reppen. Would you venture a guess ¢ 

Secretary Cuarman. Let me get that figure. Mr. MePhail has 
that. 

Mr. McPuan. I would like toask Mr. Dittmer. 

Mr. Drrrmer. ‘Two mills is based on 100 percent load factor de- 
livery, in other words, continuous delivery, and for phosphate opera- 
tions, the prices charged by the Idaho Power Co. to Wesvaco, accord- 
ing to contracts which we have seen, run from about 3.5 mills up to 
something over 5 mills under different contracts, so I think if you 
set a range of 314 to 51% mills it would probably be accurate enough 
for that purpose on a comparable basis: for the same type of service 
under the Bonneville rate, the rate would probably be about 2.25 to 2.3 
mills. 

Mr. Reppen. Does that mean, Mr. Secretary, that the consumer in 
that area would pay approximately half for power that he pays for 
private power now 4 

Secretary Cuarman. That is correct, but we would be selling some 
300,000 kilowatts of that to the company, to the State of Idaho, 
rather, and they would dispose of it. 

Mr. Bentsen. In the interest of orderly procedure, I will yield the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. EnGuie. Passing Dr. Miller for the moment, the Chair recog- 
nizes Mr. Poulson. 

Mr. Poutson. Following up that line, when you take an average 
rate, you say that it costs at Hells Canyon 4.4, according to the docu- 
ment and the figures presented by Mr. Budge 

Secretary CuarpMan. Let me get a financial expert here with me. 

Mr. Poutson. You state that by tying it up with Bonneville you 
get it down to2 mills. What are you selling it for now at Bonneville? 

Mr. Dirrmer. Two mills at 100 percent load factor. 

Mr. Povntson. Can you take a piece of paper and put the mathe- 
matics up here and show me how you can add something that costs 
4.4 to something that is 2 mills and get 2 mills? 

Secretary CHapMan. I told vou in answer to his question—— 

Mr. Povutson. That is mathematical. 

Secretary CuarpMan. No, the report ihat stated the 4.4 mill rate was 
before these other three projects had been authorized. 

Mr. Poutson. We are talking on the Hells Canyon. 

Secretary Carman. That is right. Hells Canyon is related to the 
other projects. 

Mr. Povrson. That isn’t the point. Now listen, Mr. Secretary, it 
costs 4.4 and when you add it to get an average to something that is 2, 
how can you get 2 out of it? You can’t dot it. Now, you know that. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. I will let this expert answer that. 
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Mr. Poutson. Expert be darned, anybody with common sense knows 
you can’t do that. Take a piece of paper; nobody can do it, even 
the expert can’t. 

Secretary CuapmMan. The fallacy 

Mr. Poutson. The expert who gives us that type of testimony we 
would have a right to say we can’t believe a word of it. 

Secretary Cuapman. I can’t agree, because in the first place what 
you are saying isn’t true to start with. It doesn’t cost 4 mills. 

Mr. Reppen. Let him say what he can believe. 

Mr. Poutson. Let me ask you, can you take four point four—— 

Mr. Reppen. No 

Mr. Mitier. Order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pourson. I am asking the questions. I have the floor. 

Mr. Encie. Let’s proceed in order. 

The gentleman has not yielded. 

Secretary CuapMan. In the first place, Mr. Congressman, it doesn’t 
cost 4 mills. I have tried to make that clear to you. It does not cost 
4 mills to produce at Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Poutson. What three dams have been built? 

Secretary CHapMAN. I think it is—The Dalles is under construction, 
then there are Albeni Falls and McNary. 

Mr. Poutson. If this is a flat tire and you have to subsidize it with 
the other, what is the idea of having this one / 

Secreary CuarMan. Let me have Mr. Dittmer explain that. 

Mr. Drrrmer. May I make one comment there, Mr. Congressman ? 

The 2 mills, as I indicated, is delivery of power at 100 percent load 
factor. That means continuously, like an aluminum company, for 
example, uses power. When power is sold at lower load factor, where 
the customer doesn’t take it all the time, but he takes a small amount 
at one time and a much larger amount another time, you get a lower 
load factor. 

Now, our rate at 50 percent load factor, the 2-mill rate, becomes 4 
mills, and the rate that was figured by the Bureau for the 1948 report 
was for delivery at lower load factors, so that the two figures are not 
as inconsistent as they would appear in the first instance. 

Furthermore, coordination of this dam with the downstream plants 
gives you a larger amount of power and therefore, the cost is distrib- 
uted over a larger number of kilowatts and you get a lower cost per 
kilowatt-hour from the power produced on a coordinated basis than 
you would from the power which is produced just at that project, 
operated on an isolated basis. 

Mr. Poutson. Isn’t a hundred percent load factor fictitious and not 
practical ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. The aluminum companies uses 99 plus something load 
factor ordinarily. They don’t actually reach exactly 100 percent. 

Mr. Poutson. You are talking, then, about somebody that is going 
to get the 2 percent. Then it means that some of the other power 
users, the little boys, common people, are going to have to pick up the 
balance of that check. 

Mr. Dirrmer. They pay a higher per kilowatt-hour rate, but that 
is customary and common in the electrical-industry in pricing. 

Mr. Povutson. I understand that, but you have got to absorb some- 
where or another that additional cost that is in the Hells Canyon. 
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Mr. Drrrmer. No. The high load factor, we assume taking into 
account location and the fact 

Mr. Poutson. You are trying to smother us with some technical 
terms but there are a few fundamental facts from which everything 
evolves. You have got something that costs more and you are going 
to say that by just taking it with this intermingling it will cost you 
less. Now I just can’t see that. I will go on. We then will take 
you up later. I will go on with some other questions. 
* Mr. Buper. Will the gentleman yield to me / 

Mr. Pourson. Not the floor. 

Mr. Enate. The gentleman yields for a question. 

Mr. Buper. I think one of the most important things for this com- 
mittee to learn is the rate at which you are going to sell this power 
in order to pay for this project and repay the Government the amount 
of money which it advances, plus 5 percent interest, in line with the 
question of the gentleman from Texas. , 

Now, the Secretary stated that you were going to sell this power for 
2 mills. I understand from further testimony it turns out that if 
someone uses the power for 24 hours a day, 365 days out of the year, 
they will buy it at 2 mills. Then Mr. McPhail stated that if he uses 
it only half the time, he pays 4 mills. 

Now tell me if my people in Idaho want to irrigate and they only 
use it 3 months out of the year, are they going to pay 8 mills? 

Secretary CuarMan. Mr. Dittmer has a schedule of that rate worked 
out. 

Mr. Dirrmer. No, definitely not, answering your first question first, 
we would propose to sell the output of Hells Canyon at the same rate 
as we sell all of our power, and for which currently the basic rate at 
which the largest quantity of power sold is $17.50 per kilowatt-year. 
That results in a rate of 2 mills per kilowatt-hour to high-load-factor 
users. We do have additional rates which are designed for the lower- 
load-factor users. 

Mr. Buper. In other words, you have a 2-mill rate and a 4-mill rate 
which you have already testified to, and perhaps higher rates; is that 
right ¢ 

Mr. Drrrmer. The 2 mills and the 4 mills are merely the result of 
applying different load factors to one rate. We have a different rate 
which is also common in the electric industry where you charge so 
much for demand and so much for energy. 

Mr. Buper. Let’s go back. What are you going to charge for the 
power in order to pay the Government the money plus the 3 percent 
interest / 

Mr. Dirrmer. We are going to charge the same rate we are now 
charging under Bonneville rates. There are several rates of which 
the customer can select whichever one happens to be best for his 
Law and if he is a low-load-factor customer, he doesn’t pick the 
silowatt-year rate, he picks a different rate. Furthermore, there are 
special provisions for irrigation so that they do not pay as high a rate 
for summer time use as they otherwise would. 

Mr. Buper. The Secretary said the rate which would accomplish 
this would be 2 mills. Is that true ¢ 

Mr, Dirrmer. We would start with our present rates. As other 
dams are built, and the system grows, the Bonneville Act makes pro- 
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vision for a 5-year review of rates. In 1954, December 20, is the next 
review date, and at that time, and at succeeding 5-year intervals, we 
will reexamine the situation; our costs; and if at any time our cur- 
rent rates are not adequate to pay out, then whatever adjustment needs 
to be made in order to pay out would be made. I would expect a ris- 
ing tendency over the years in view of the increase in prices and would 
not expect that we could actually maintain our present rates over the 
entire period of the pay-out. 

Mr. Bupee. I hope the gentleman from Texas will explore that fur- 
ther because I think it is one of the most important things the com- 
mittee should know. It is quite obvious to me from the Secretary’s 
statement of 2 mills and your statement here of varying prices of 2 
mills and 4 mills and perhaps on up from there, that you haven’t 
figured the price at which you have to sell this Hells Canyon power. 

Secretary CHapMAn. I want to make the record clear that in my 
statement I said I wanted the expert to explain the formula more 
accurately. 

Mr. Dirrmer. The Secretary’s statement referred to the largest 
amount of power that we now sell, namely, to the largest electro- 
metallurigical companies and to the private utilities the rates run 
between 2 and 214 mills, because they are able to use this power at a 
high load factor, so that is a general statement on the part of the 
Secretary, but is subject to these qualifications which I have added. 

Mr. Bupaer. The qualifications, of course, destroy the initial state- 
ment of the 2 mills, because you have very few users in that category. 

I yield back to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. Poutson. Isn't Bonneville the marketing agency for all of this 
power? 

Secretary CuarMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poutson. What do you sell the power to the REA for? 

Secretary Cuapman. What rate? 

Mr. Pourson. Yes. 

Mr. Dritmer. It will run between 3 and 314 mills to most of the 
REA’s. 

Mr. Poutson. Up to what ¢ 

Mr. Dirrmer. From three minimum, to three and a half maximum. 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. Secretary, isn’t this the first time that the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation has requested authority to construct a dam 
which is downstream below all present or possible future irrigation 
projects, and which accordingly will never have any physical con- 
nection with irrigation / 

Secretary CHAPMAN. It may be the first one we have asked to build 
this far downstream, Congressman, but it is similar to the Hungry 
Horse project. " 

Mr. Poutson. Isn't this the first time that Congress has been asked 
to authorize the Bureau of Reclamation to depart completely from 
its historic function of reclamation to be allowed to construct a dam 
planned solely for the production of power / 

Secretary CHAPMAN. I said in the beginning that this authorization 
would still leave the possibility of developing irrigation at a later 
date, when authorized by the Congress. 

Mr. Poutson. You are not answering the question. This is the first 
time you have asked for a project that is strictly for power, isn’t it ? 
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Secretary CuapmMan. There are flood control features involved in 
this as well as power. 

Mr. Povutson. I asked the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Secretary CHapMan. This isn’t for power. Forty-three million 
dollars of cost is for something else. 

Mr. Poutson. Now, that $43 million, $37 million for flood control, 
‘an you tell me according to the river charts, and bring in your experts 
on this, how much of the flood water, if it wasn’t less than 1 foot, 
‘ame from other areas than in that particular area there at Ox Bow? 

Secretary CHapMANn. You certainly wouldn’t expect me to answer 
that without an expert, would you? 

Mr. Poutson. I am putting that question to you because I have seen 
the charts. 

Secretary CHapMan, I have seen the charts, but I will have to have 
an expert explain it. 

Mr. Poutson. You made a statement and you are asking $37 million, 
to save less than 1 foot of flood water. 

Secretary CHarpMaN. The Corps of Engineers figured that and gave 
it to us. 

Mr. Poutson. That is according to the record. All right. Now, 
from recollection, isn’t this going to go up and down, the water? It is 
not going to be at a level, is it? 

Secretary CHarMan. Well, at certain seasons of the year it will go 
up and down. 

Mr. Poutson. At certain seasons. When you are using it all the 
time, it is fluctuating all the time. 

Secretary CuHapMan. It is still available for recreation. 

Mr. Povtson. Can you tell me how many million dollars you will 
get for recreation ? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. $1 million. 

Mr. Poutson. The value of any concessions on there where it is 
going up and down is unstable, as it will be. 

Secretary CuHapMan. I am told it is stabilized mostly in the sumer 
months and it is stabilized during that period. 

Mr. Povutson. You will have a chart to show that? 

Secretary CHapMaNn. Yes. 

Mr. Pou.tson. You see, I was born and raised in that country and I 
am very much interested in this navigation. Will you tell me where 
you get that value of the navigation ? 

Secretary CHarMan. We got that from the Corps of Engineers, too. 
They have been studying these navigable streams for a long time. 

Mr. Poutson. Now listen, the Corps of Engineers is not immune 
from fantastic ideas any more than the Bureau of Reclamation. I am 
asking you the question because you made the statement. 

Secretary CuapmMan. Sure. I took my information from them. 
They gave it tome. I put it inand I rely on it. I think it is sound. 

Mr. Poutson. That is why we should have our experts up here before 
you came up with the general statement. 

Secretary Cuapman. That is perfectly all right, either one, but I 
say you have to rely on your experts and technical advice, and I got 
that from the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Povtson. I wanted to certainly bring up at the time that when 
you get $37 million for 1 foot of flood control; navigation, where you 
haven’t got any place to go to after you get the navigation, you drop 
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off a dam there, in a canyon, and the value—I will be very interested 
in hearing that brought up as well as the recreation. 

Secretary CuapMan. It would be interesting to compare—— 

Mr. Poutson. I don’t want to take all the time. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. Bentsen. The Secretary in his presentation made a rather posi- 
tive statement that I hope he is prepared to elaborate on. I would like 
to know the reasons for it, because it is a very interesting statement. 
I am interested in this 4,000,000 acres of land that could be irrigated 
and 1,500,000 acres that need supplemental water. The statement here 
is that Hells Canyon will make irrigation benefits possible. The Idaho 
Power Co. plan will not. 

Are you prepared to say why ? 

Secretary CuapMan. The Idaho Power Co. plan does not contem- 
plate irrigation at all. 

Mr. Bentsen. Will it in any way affect the storage of water where 
it would not be used for irrigation whereas the other would ¢ 

Secretary CuapMan. It would affect it very definitely. 

Mr. Bentsen. Will you tell me why? 

Secretary CuarMan. The Idaho Power Co. plan would prevent you 
from building another dam for irrigation purposes. I was told the 
Idaho State law gives them a right to acquire a right to that water so 
you couldn’t use it for irrigation if they once built the other. 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. Bentsen, if you would yield, they have a new 
scheme where you can pump water back uphill, see. 

Mr. Reppen. That is very interesting, isn’t it / 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Would you yield? 

Mr. Eneve. Mr. Poulson has the floor. 

Mr. Poutson. I yield to Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That was the very point I was trying to cover a little 
bit ago, that if you file on all the remaining unpreempted water in the 
Snake River, how in the world can you have any more irrigation im 
Idaho? 

Secretary Cuaman. You are not going to do that. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is what the testimony was, they were going to 
file on the balance of the unappropriated water in the Snake River, 
which would give you first right to the use of that water as soon as 
your project was built. 

Secretary CuHarpman. Let me have Mr. Stinson, the lawyer who 
works in that region, answer that. He understands Idaho law. 

Mr. Ene te. Give your full name for the record, please. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD R. STINSON, REGIONAL COUNSEL, BUREAU 
OF RECLAMATION, BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. Stinson. Howard R. Stinson, Regional Counsel, Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Mr. D’Ewart, we have discussed that kind of problem before. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is correct. 

Mr. Srrnson. This bill has a very clear section with respect to water 
rights, covering the existing water rights and future water rights. 
Specifically with respect to your question on the filing under State law 
for Hells Canyon Dam, the Bureau has long had a practice of filing 
under State law and in fact there is a direct provision in section 8 
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of the 1902 act requiring that we file under State law. If we were to 
file under that law without qualification, I believe we would establish 
a priority as of the date of Ring, but by virtue of section 2 of this bill 
and in accordance with the policy of the Bureau in dealing with future 
water rights, the filing in this case would be made subordinate to and 
in full recognition of future water rights as well as existing water 
rights in an amount sufficient to irrigate 1,115,000 acres of new land 
and to provide supplemental water for 1,235,000 acres of land, and that 
would be in keeping with section 2 of this bill. 

Mr. Bentsen. Will you yield ¢ 

Mr. Enete. Just a minute. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. One more question: In other words, then, you could 
not sell firm power from this power plant because the irrigation inter- 
ests might step in and roman the water and you wouldn't have it for 
power ¢ 

Mr. Srixson. I don’t think I should answer that question. I believe 
I know some of the answers, but that is a hydraulic question. The 
hydrologist ought to answer that. I believe they can explain that. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We want to develop that, because there is a limited 
amount of water here and you plan to file on all the unappropriated 
water in Snake River—— 

Mr. Strvxson. No. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Subject to section 2 in the bill. 

Secretary CHapmMan. That is in error. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. And if there is irrigation upstream under State law, 
without the provisions of section 2 you could take water away from 
those reclamation interests to run your power. If the water is limited 
and it will take all the water there is, that is not preempted by the size 
of the generators you put into this plant, then when the short water 
season comes, drought years, it will be a question, does power or recla- 
mation get the water, and we would like to know just what the situa- 
tion is or will be, and how you hope to meet it. 

Are you going to run that power plant at full capacity because this 
is primarily a power development and nothing else, or are you going 
to yield to the irrigation interests and let them have not only the water 
needed for present irrigation but water needed for all future possibili- 
ties of irrigation ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. Congressman D’Ewart, that question has both tech- 
nical engineering sides to it and legal sides. Mr. Clinton, between 
Mr. Clinton and myself, I believe we can answer the question. I would 
like to have the opportunity of developing that more fully when 
Mr. Clinton is on and I am, too. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That will be satisfactory. It is important to people 
who live in the area and important to the consideration of this bill. 

Mr. Bentsen. I withdraw my question. It was on the same point. 

Mr. Enoxe. Gentlemen, we shouldn't try to ask the Secretary tech- 
nical questions which will be answered by the next witness. Can we 
hurry along here a little bit, because we have a whole batch of them 
yet. The Chair wants to recognize the presence and interest of Con- 
gressman Wood, in whose district this project is located. Will you 
sit down, sir? Are you through, sir? 

Mr. Povutson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enote. Mr. Aspinall. 
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Mr. Aspinaty. [ have but one question at this time and that has to 
do with jurisdiction of the Bureau of Reclamation over the Hells 
Canyon project. If I understood the testimony that was given this 
morning, you stated that the Army engineers were building The Dalles, 
and that The Dalles project does have a power unit connected with 
it; is that correct ? 

Secretary CHapMan. It will have. 

Mr. Asprnau. It will have a power unit. Why is it that the Hells 
Canyon project should not be constructed under the same jurisdiction 
as The Dalles? Where does the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Interior enter into this picture ? 

Secretary CHapMaANn. Only on the basis that the reclamation law 
gives us the responsibility, or the legal basis to build any kind of 
construction program for reclamation purposes in the 17 Western 
States. 

Now, as this is within our area, you can bring it down to the ques- 
tion of why would we pick this particular project. The first reason 
is they want to develop some irrigation in this area. They want some. 
This particular project as now recommended in this bill does not 
include the immediate development of reclamation, but leaves it so 
it can be developed at a later date. Some can be developed. 

In the meantime, we develop a power program which ties into the 
total Columbia Basin power program in addition te reclamation that 
will be developed in the future. That is comparable to the Hungry 
Horse project in that respect in Montana. 

Mr. Asprnati. As I understand it, looking at the map, the broken 
green lines at the junction of the Columbia and Snake Rivers is the 
area, or designates the area where irrigation facilities will be fur- 
nished because of the construction at this time of the Hells Canyon 
project. 

Secretary Cuapman. I don’t know whether I got fully your last 
question. I think I failed to answer part of your first question. You 
were asking how did we divide this jurisdiction or why we were 
taking jurisdiction here. This is by agreement between the two De- 
partments, the Department of the Army Corps of Engineers and the 
Interior Department, in 1949, in which it was agreed upon which 
agency would construct which projects. This project was assigned 
to the Interior Department to construct in that agreement with the 
Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Asprnatu. That brings up another question at this time: Are 
there any projects to be constructed on the Snake River by the Army 
engineers ? 

Secretary CuapmMan. Yes; there is one, the Lucky Peak Dam. 

Mr. Mitier. Mr. Chairman, a point of order: I am unable to hear 
the witness or the questions. 

Secretary CuarpmMan. I am sorry. I was looking at the map. He 
asked me if the Corps of Engineers were building any other dam on 
that Snake River, and Mr. Nelson tells me they are building another 
one there. 

Mr. Enetr. Mr. Aspinall, does that answer your question ? 

Secretary CuarpMan. And the four lower Snake dams will be Army 
dams, not Interior. 

Mr. Asprnati. Not quite. Then, in addition to the fact that your 
Reclamation Bureau, through the Bonneville agency, distributes the 
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power, you have an agreement with the Army Corps of Engineers as 
to which one would assume jurisdiction over the building of these 
different projects ? 

Secretary -_ el That is right. 

Mr. Aspinatu. That is all. 

Mr. Mitier. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question ? 

Mr. Enote. You are through, are you, Mr. Aspinall ? 

Mr. Asprnaty. Yes. 

Mr. Enere. The Chair recognizes Mr. Miller. 

Mr. Mutter. Mr. Secretary, I wonder if you could have Mr. Nelson 
point out on the chart where the new land might be irrigated under 
this Hells Canyon project. 

Mr. Netson. Mr. Congressman, there are no irrigation developments 
proposed for authorization in this bill. This is one that provides the 
possibility of future use of power revenue from Hells Canyon to aid 
irrigation. I will point out the area. The areas susceptible to irri- 
gation in the entire Columbia River Basin are in yellow on this big 
map. The areas to be helped by this bill are in the Snake River Basin. 
They are accurately represented on that map [indicating a different 
map| of the Snake River Basin, and largely consist of the Mountain 
Home project, 192,000 acres between Boise on the west and the city 
of Glens Ferry, and further east. 

Mr. Miter. Is Hells Canyon above or below ? 

Mr. Netson. Hells Canyon is below all potential irrigation develop- 
ments in the area. 

Mr. Mititer. How would you propose to irrigate the land above the 
level of the basin in Hells Canyon? 

Mr. Netson. There is one feature of this Snake River bill that would 
have a connection with the Mountain Home project. That is the sec- 
tion which would authorize the Scriver Creek facilities. Storage for 
the Mountain Home project is now built into the Cascade Reservoir, 
which is already built, totaling 400,000 acre-feet. That water will be 
diverted from one watershed to another to use 1,200 feet of head and 
will generate about 100,000 kilowatts of firm energy. 

Then later a tunnel can be built from Garden Valley Reservoir on 
Payette River to bring those waters out in the Boise River watershed 
and by displacement permit use of water now appropriated and owned 
from Anderson Ranch Dam out to the Mountain Home tract, but there 
will be no water from Hells Canyon Reservoir usable for irrigation, 
none whatever. 

Mr. Murr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enoie. Mr. McMullen. 

Mr. McMutien. All of these projects pointed out this morning are 
part of an over-all program to develop the Northwest: is that right ? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Yes. 

Mr. McMutten. Are they all planned to be constructed by some 
agency of the Government? 

Secretary CHAapmaNn. The Corps of Engineers and Interior Depart- 
ment between them is constructing agency. 

Mr. McMvutten. I wonder what effect, if any, it would have on 
that program for this Hells Canyon project to be owned by private 
industry, and built by them? 

Secretary CuaPpMan. Congressman, in my statement I tried to point 
out that, if they build according to their plan, they have requested 
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permission from the Federal Power Commission to build Oxbow Dam 
as their first project. 

Then they have got four more low dams in that plan. If you build 
those low dams, it would make it impossible to build the high dam 
that we are now talking about here this morning, and the difference 
is quite considerable in terms of the benefit that would accrue to the 
region. 

Mr. McMutien. Would construction of those five dams as pro- 
posed by the private power companies adversely affect the projects of 
these other dams / 

Secretary CHapMAN. Yes. It would adversely affect it to this ex- 
tent: If you had the kilowatts that could be produced from this 
particular project, which is more than a million—1,124,000, 1 think— 
they could be thrown into the grid circuit for the whole basin area 
which would help the power production at all these other dams. They 
are all interrelated and tied together. Hells Canyon would help them 
produce this power, 

To that extent, it does affect them; and if you lose that—for in- 
stance, if the five dams are built as contemplated by the power com- 
pany—they would only produce approximately 580,000 or 600,000 
kilowatts. 

I am told it is 530,000 kilowatts. That makes a difference of almost 
600,000 kilowatts that you would lose permanently. 

Mr. McMutuen. I noticed in your statement that it would forever 
lose 594,000 kilowatts. 

Secretary CuapMan. That is right. You could never develop it 
after that because the reservoir site would be taken. 

Mr. McMutten. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enaue. Does that complete your questioning / 

Mr. McMu tien. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enoie. Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, Mr. Secretary, I would like you to explain a 
few things to me. 

As I understand your testimony, the over-all cost of this dam as 
proposed, according to present-day figures, is $356,300,000 ¢ 

Secretary CuapmMan. That is right. 

Mr. Sayvor. And that $37,000,000 of that sum is allocated to flood 
control ¢ 

Secretary CHAPMAN. That is right. 

Mr. Saynor. $4,000,000 to navigation ? 

Secretary CHarpMan. That is right. 

Mr. Sayvor. And $1,000,000 to recreation ? 

Secretary CuapMan. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. Leaving $313,300,000 allocated to power; is that right? 

Secretary CHarMaN,. That is right. 

Mr. Sayvor. Now, they are your 1952 figures; is that correct ? 

Secretary CHapMAN, I think that is right. 

Mr. Sartor. Well now, you are familiar, I am sure, with House 
Document 473, entitled “Columbia River,” that nice blue volume which 
was put out covering Columbia River ? 

Secretary CuapmMan. That is right. 

Mr. Savior. Well, IL read some of the features in this report which 
you have put out and this was published, by the way, March 1950, 
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and it has a table there of the allocation of costs, and there is a sur- 
prising difference in the figures. 

You t have here alloc ated t to navigation $7,693,200. 

I would like you to tell the committee why you reduced from 1950 
to 1952 the benefits to navigation of $3,693,200. 

Secretary CuarmMan. I think the Corps of Engineers made a re 
computation of the navigation benefit and sent it to us later on. 

Mr. Saytor. Well, now, let’s find out. Who did make the computa- 
tion? Who made this computation ¢ 

Secretary Cuarman. We will be glad to give it to you. I will get 
the Corps of Engineers to get it for us. 

Mr. Say or. Your Department made the original computation of 
$7.643.200: is that correct ? 

Secretary CHapMan. The Corps of Engineers furnished us the data 
and gave us the benefit of the whole thing, and we computed the allo- 
cation and put it in the report based on their data. 

Mr. Eneie. Will the Corps of Engineers have a witness here / 

Secretary CuapMaN. I think there is one in the room this morning. 
One is to be here. 

Mr. Buver. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania vield to me for 
just a minute? 

Mr. Savior. Only for a question, because I mean these figures are 
startling in their differences. 

Mr. Ener. I suggest we are going to have these witnesses who have 
those figures, including a representative, I believe, from the engineers, 
the Army Corps of Engineers. It is one step removed to ask the 
Secretary. 

Mr. Sartor. He is the man that is here speaking now for this 
project, and he can ask for any assistance he wants, but somebody 
has to explain the difference in these figures because the next 
figure 

Secretary CuarMan. I agree with you. I think they should be. 

Mr. Sayvor. The next figure is “flood control,” which in 1950 you 
said was $6,702,200, and now you say it is $37,000,000, 

Secretary CuarmMan. That is right. 

Mr. Sayror. Do you know what factors went into increasing in 
the past 2 years $31,000,000 in “flood control” 

Secretary CuarMan. No; I don't. I ou have to have the expert 
who drew it up testify for you. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, for “recreation,” in 1950, you allocated $8,435,500, 
and now you say only $1,000,000 for “recreation.” 

Secretary Cuapman. This, of course, is talking about the actual 
investment of $1,000,000. I don’t know whether that figure is talking 
about the benefits or actual costs. 

Mr. Sayvor. This is from table 9, at the bottom of the page, “Alloca- 
tion of costs, dam and reservoir; recreation ; $8.435,500.” 

Secretary CuarpMan. Asa matter of fact, on that recreation feature, 
Congressman, when we first set this up and first put this out, we had 
authorization or approval from the Bureau of the Budget that we 
could include this amount. They later cut it down so that we should 
include no more than the million dollars which is the cost of the recrea- 
tion features. 

Mr. Saytor. You probably also have authority then to increase 
from $6,072,200 in “flood control” up to $37,000,000 ; is that right ? 
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Secretary Cuapman. It isn’t a question of authority; it is a ques- 
tion of the figures being presented, and the Corps of Engineers, I am 
certain, can explain that to you. 

Mr. Netson. We have a’man who can explain that to you. 

(The information is as follows :) 

Notre.—The explanation by the Corps of Engineers of the changes in allocations 
to flood control and navigation is contained beginning at page 472 of the hearings. 
The allocations are also explained in the April 11, 1951, report of the Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation on the Hells Canyon division, Snake River project, approved 3 
by the Secretary, May 11, 1951, which is printed beginning at page 17 of the 
hearings. 

Mr. Sartor. In the allocation of costs for power, you have allocated 
here $410,709,100. 

Secretary CuarpMan. That is right. 

Mr. Sayvor. Now, will you explain the difference between the 
$313,300,000 now and $410,000,000? 

Secretary CHapmMan. I just remember one item only. We took 
out the transmission lines in the second computation here. 

Mr. Sartor. What are you going to do with this power when you 
create it? 

Secretary CHarMan. We are going to ask Congress for appropria- 
tions to build the lines. 

Mr. Sartor. Then the figure of $313,300,000 is only the amount 
that you are going to need for the creation of the power itself? 

Pvc apa CuapMan. And all these other things that we talked 
about. 

Mr. Sartor. No. Only $313,300,000, you say, is allocated to power. 

Secretary Cuarman. That is right, ‘and the others to flood con- 
trol 

Mr. Sayvor. These $43 million items are other items. 

Secretary CuapmMan. That is right ; “Flood control,” “Navigation,’ 
and “Recreation.” 

Mr. Sayvor. We still have the power at Hells Canyon, which, as I 
understand, is quite inaccessible ; is that correct ? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Sure, it is inaccessible until you build a line 
in there. 

Mr. Sayvor. All right; then you are going to build a power plant 
there ? ; 

Secretary CHapMan, Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. What is the power plant going to cost ¢ 

Secretary Cuarman. That is in there, $313 million. 

Mr. Sayuor. That is in the $313 million 4 

Secretary CHapMan. That is right. 

Mr. Sayvor. Are there rights-of-way in the $313 million ¢ 

Secretary CHapman. I think so. 

Mr. Savor. Are there transmission lines in there ? 

Secretary CHarpMan. No, I told you there were not. 

Mr. Sartor. How much will it cost to build the transmission lines ¢ 

Secretary Cuarman. I don’t have that figure. I haven’t got the 
estimate, but we will come back to Congress—— 

Mr. Sayxor. That will be in addition ? 

Secretary CHapMan. Sure, and will be taken care of in the cost 
of the power we sell and the price of power. 
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Mr. Sartor. Wait a minute. Now we have two. Let’s get this 
correct now. We have had 2 mills now figured on the Bonneville 
rate for $313 million, which is going to be—— 

Secretary CHarpMan. You haven't got that. We qualified that very 
carefully and the expert explained it very thoroughly. Two mills 
is not a flat rate for the whole production. He explained that very 
thoroughly. 

Mr. Sartor. All right. Then what is the rate ? 

Secretary CuapMan. He has told you that. I will let him tell 
you again. 

” Mr. Sayxor. Let’s have the rate. 

Secretary CHapMAN. Explain that rate. 

Mr. Enote. May I suggest again that the Secretary is here to an- 
swer general policy questions. _ 

Secretary CHapMaNn. That is right. 

Mr. Enotes. We are running out of time, and all of these gentlemen 
who have been testifying and taking most of the time testifying are 
men who are on the list for subsequent testimony. 

Secretary Cuapman. That is right. 

Mr. Enate. I don’t want to interrupt the gentleman’s line of ques- 
tioning, but I suggest to him that if we poses! get through these mem- 
bers who want to ask the Secretary general policy questions, we will 
put on the experts and have at it, but we are going off on a lateral 
pass all the time when we ought to be doing it directly to the expert 
witnesses. 

Mr. Sayror. All right, then. I will not ask any more questions 
about rates, but I do have some questions which I would like to ask 
the Secretary with regard to a publication which came from the 
Bonneville Power Administration, which shows the example of power 
flow at the time of the maximum demands and it shows, according 
to the legend, the generating capacity and at Hells Canyon—and by 
the way, this was put out in October of 1949—it shows at Hells Canyon 
a generating capacity of 450,000 kilowatt-hours. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Sayror. That figure is slightly at variance with the one that 
you have given. 

Secretary CHarMan. Quite. They are entirely two different 
documents. 

Mr. Bentsen. Who put that out ? 

Mr. Sayitor. The Bonneville Power Administration. 

Secretary Cuapman. That is the marketing agent for power, part 
of the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Saytor. Certainly the Bonneville Power Administrator will 
in his setting up of this, he should know how much power is to be 
created at Hells Canyon. 

Secretary CuarMaNn. I am sure he does. 

Mr. Sartor. Can you explain to this committee, then, why in Octo- 
ber of 1949 he said that they would generate 450,000 kilowatt-hours 
at Hells Canyon ¢ 

Secretary CHapMan. No, I will let him explain it. 

Mr. Sayror. Can you explain it? 

Secretary Cuarman. No, I can’t. It is up to him. 

Mr. Sayror. You also said in your testimony that there would be 
300,000 kilowatt-hours allocated to Idaho. 
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Secretary CHarMan. That is right. 

Mr. Sayvor. Have you changed your position since October of 1949 
with regard to that ¢ 

Secretary CuapMman. It isn’t a question of changing the position. 
You have conferences on these matters and discuss them from time 
to time and finally refine it down to where you are going to present 
your final case to Congress and that is what we have done. 

Mr. Sayvor. ‘The reason I have asked is that this chart to which I 
have referred you shows that there is only 84,000 kilowatt-hours being 
sent to southern Idaho and 333.000 kilowatt-hours being sent over to 
southwestern Oregon. 

Secretary CHapMan. That is not the position we are taking in this 
report and this presentation to Congress. 

Mr. Sartor. Well now, I am-interested—vyou have now changed 
your position since 1949? 

Secretary CuarmMan. No. This is the proposal by the Bonneville 
Power Administration to the Department and I didn't approve it. It 
refers to some particular time and several of the factors entered into 
it that do not enter here. 

Mr. Sayvor. All right. 

Now, I am interested in how you are going to use the 3-percent in- 
terest. factor here and pay this back and ‘then turn around and use the 
same interest factor for reclamation, 

Secretary CoarmMan. What do you mean, use it for reclamation ? 

Mr. Sartor. Well, you say here in this report that the interest will 
be used for reclamation. 

Secretary CrarpMan. Yes. There is a solicitor’s opinion on that I 
would like to submit for the record, clarifying exactly how it is done. 
There is a legal basis. 

Mr. Saynor. In other words, you as the Secretary can’t tell us/ 

Secretary CuapMan. I wouldn’t go beyond my solicitor on it and I 
would rather he give it to you in his own words. 

(The Solicitor’s Opinion M, 33473, and M. 33473 Supplemental, 
referred to, is as follows) : 


M. 33475 
Power RATE SCHEDULES FOR COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) ProsecT 
Opinion, September 29, 1944 


COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT—-AUTHORIZATION—POWER DEVELOPMENT 
—ALLOCATIONS OF COST-——-RATE SCHEDULES 


Allocations of cost of the Columbia Basin (Grand Coulee) Project and the 
establishment of the rate schedule for the sale of power therefrom are governed 
by the provisions of section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 
1193, notwithstanding the broad power vested in the President “to make and 
enter into any and all necessary contracts” in connection with the project, by 
section 2 of the act of August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1039), since section 1 of the 
Columbia Basin Project Act, approved March 10, 1948 (Public Law 8, 78th Cong.), 
“authorized and reauthorized” the project as one “subject o the Reclamation 
Project Act of 19389.” 


COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT—-RATE SCHEDULES 
MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS 


The minimum legal requirements for the fixing of rate schedules for the sale 
of power may be met by the establishment of rate schedules which will return 
(1) the share of operation and maintenance expenses chargeable to power de- 
velopment, (2) interest at not less than 3 percent on the power construction costs 
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and (3) as “other fixed charges,” an amount equal to any excess over total net 
power revenues which would otherwise exist in the construction costs allocated 
to power to be returned from power revenues. 


COLU MBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT-——IN TEREST REQUIREMENTS 


Interest during construction need not be included as a part of the project cost 
and the interest component in the rate schedule need not be calculated from the 
time of actual expenditure in construction. 

Harper, Solicitor: AABC, AABD, AABE, ABAA, ABAB, ABAE, ABAN, 
ABAS, RB, RC. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington, D. C., September 29, 1944. 
M. 33473. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: At the request of the Commissioner of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, in which the Acting Director of the Division of Power has con- 
curred, you have referred to me for opinion certain questions concerning the 
legal requirements of the rate structure to be established for the sale of electric 
energy generated at the Columbia Basin (Grand Coulee) project and marketed 
by the Bonneville Power Administration pursuant to Executive Order No, S526, 
dated August 26, 1940. The following are the questions : 

“IT (a). For the purposes of the cost allocations report on the Columbia Basin 
project, must the estimates of revenues to be allocated to the Columbia Basin 
(Grand Coulee) project for electric power generated at the project power plants 
and delivered to the Bonneville Power Administration to be marketed by Bonne 
ville be sufficient to return to the United States interest at 3 percent per annum 
on some portion of the reimbursable costs of the project, in addition to returning 
that portion of the reimbursable costs properly chargeable to power and the other 
portions of the reimbursable costs that are to be met by power revenues, including 
that part of the irrigation cost not to be repaid by the project water users? 

“I (b). If the answer to question I (a) is ‘No,’ would estimates of revenues so 
to be allocated be legally adequate that were premised on the return of the reim 
bursable costs, as stated in question I (a) but with the interest component of 
revenues being used to assist in the retirement of that portion of the reimbursable 
costs Which are not properly allocated to power but which are to be returned from 
power revenues? 

“IT. Does the law require, for the purposes of rate making as distinguished 
from application of revenues, that interest be calculated on the investment from 
the time of making the investment by actual expenditure in construction, or may 
it be calculated from a later date?” 

It is my opinion that question I (a) must be answered in the negative and 
that the answer to question I (b) accordingly must be in the affirmative. As 
for question IT, it is my opinion that the Secretary is not required to calculate 
interest on the investment from the time of actual expenditure in construction 
and that it therefore may be calculated from such subsequent point of time as 
Inay be nest appropriate. 

The Columbia Basin project, under the name “Grand Coulee Dam,” was ini 
tiated as a Public Works Administration project and subsequently was ratified 
and adopted by section 2 of the River and Harbor Act of August 30, 1935 (49 
Stat. 1039, 33 U.S. C., sec. 540, note), which provided in part: 

“That for the purpose of controlling floods, improving navigation, regulating 
the tlow of the streams of the United States, providing for storage and for the 
delivery of the stored waters thereof, for the reclamation of public lands * * * 
and other beneficial uses, and for the generation of electric energy as a means of 
financially aiding and assisting such undertakings, the projects known as ‘Parker 
Dam’ on the Colorado River and ‘Grand Coulee Dam’ on the Columbia River, are 
hereby authorized and adopted, and all contracts and agreements which have 
been executed in connection therewith are hereby validated and ratified, and the 
President, acting through such agents as he may designate, is hereby authorized 
to construct, operate, and maintain dams, structures, canals, and incidental 
works necessary to such projects, and in connection therewith to make and cuter 
into any and all necessary contracts including contracts amendatory of or su) 
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plemental to those hereby validated and ratified * * *.” [Italics supplied.] 

The Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (act of August 4, 1939, 53 Stat. 1187), 
certain provisions of which will be significant in the consideration of the ques- 
tions herein presented for opinion, is the next enactment to be noted.’ 

Subsection 9 (a) of that act provides for the allocation of the estimated cost 
of any new project, new division, or supplemental works, to enumerated uses, 
including irrigation and power. The second sentence of subsection 9 (c) 
provides: 

“* * * <Any sale of electric power or lease of power privileges, made by the 
Secretary in connection with the operation of any project or division of a 
project, shall be for such periods, not to exceed forty years, and at such rates 
as in his judgment will produce power revenues at least sufficient to cover an 
appropriate share of the annual operation and maintenance cost, interest on 
an appropriate share of the construction investment at not less than 3 per 
centum per annum, and such other fixed charges as the Secretary deems 
proper; * * *” 

The question of the extent of the applicability of the 1939 act to the project first 
is presented by section 1 of the Columbia Basin Project Act, approved March 
10, 1943 (Public Law 8, 78th Cong.), which provides: 

“In addition to the primary purposes for which the Grand Coulee Dam project 
(hereafter to be known as the Columbia Basin project and herein called the 
‘project’) was authorized under the provisions of the Act of August 30, 1985 
(49 Stat. 1028), the project is hereby authorized and reauthorized as a project 
subject to the Reclamation Project Act of 1939; and the provisions of each of 
those two Acts together with the provisions of this Act shall govern the repay- 
ment of erpenditures and the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
works constructed as a part of the project.” [Italics supplied.] 

In the meantime an amendment to the 1939 Interior Department Appropriation 
Act * had contained an important provision governing the application of power 
revenues in connection with irrigation projects. This provision, known as the 
Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment, provides that: 

“All moneys received by the United States in connection with any irrigation 
projects, including the incidental power features thereof, constructed by the 
Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Reclamation, and financed in 
whole or in part with moneys heretofore or hereafter appropriated or allocated 
therefor by the Federal Government, shall be covered into the reclamation fund, 
except in cases where provision has been made by law or contract for the use 
of such revenues for the benefit of users of water from such project: Provided, 
That after the net revenues derived from the sale of power developed in con- 
nection with any of said projects shall have repaid those construction costs of 
such project allocated to power to be repaid by power revenues therefrom and 
shall no longer be required to meet the contractual obligations of the United 
States, then said net revenues derived from the sale of power developed in con- 
nection with such project shall, after the close of each fiscal year, be transferred 
to and covered into the General Treasury as ‘miscellaneous receipts’: Provided 
further, That nothing in this section shall be construed to amend the Boulder 
Canyon Project Act (45 Stat. 1057), as amended, or to apply to irrigation projects 
of the Office of Indian Affairs.” 

It is my opinion that the Columbia Basin Project is subject to the provisions 
of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939, section 9 of which is controlling with 


*The purpose of the act is set forth in sec. 1 (43 U. S. C., sec. 485): “That for the 
purpose of providing for United States reclamation projects a feasible and comprehensive 
plan for an economical and equitable treatment of repayment problems and for variable 
payments of construction charges which can be met regularly and fully from year to year 
during periods of decline in agricultural income and unsatisfactory conditions of agriculture 
as well as during periods of prosperity and good prices for agricultural products, end which 
will protect adequately the financial interest of the United States in said projects, obliga- 
=e. oo Bay, construction charges may be revised or undertaken pursuant to the provisions 
of this Act.” 

* The following is the material portion of the text of this subsection: “No expenditures 
for the construction of any new project, new division of a project. or new supplemental 
works on a project shall be made, nor shall estimates be submitted therefor, by the 
Secretary until after he has made an investigation thereof and has submitted to the 
President and to the Congress his report and findings on—(1) the engineering feasibility of 
the proposed construction; (2) the estimated cost of the preposed construction: (3) the 
part of the estimated cost which can properly be allocated to irrigation and probably be 
repaid by the water users; (4) the part of the estimated cost which can properly be 
allocated to power and probably be returned to the United States in net power revenues: 
(5) the part of the estimated cost which can properly be allocated to municipal water sup- 
ply or other miscellaneons purposes and probably be returned to the United States.” 

* Act of May 9, 1938, 52 Stat. 291, 322, 43 U.S. C., sec. 392 (a). 
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respect to the sale of power from the project and the elements to be included 
within the rate schedule. The Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment of the Interior 
Department Appropriation Act of 1939 which deals expressly with the application 
of power revenues, is entirely consistent with the act of 1939 and aids in its 
construction. 

Before proceeding to the consideration of question I, it is desirable to examine 
the divergent views which have been advanced with respect to it and to note 
certain assumptions which have been made in its submission. The following is 
quoted from a memorandum by which the question was submitted : 

“* * * One view of the law is that the allocations report must be predicated 
on estimates of revenues sufficient to return to the United States that portion of 
the reimbursable costs properly chargeable to power and the other portions of 
the reimbursable costs that are to be met by power revenues and, in addition, 
interest at 3 percent per annum on what is described in section 9 (c) of the 
Reclamation Project Act of 1939 as ‘an appropriate share of the construction 
investment.’ It is part and parcel of this view that this item ‘appropriate share’ 
comprises that part of the estimated project costs that are properly chargeable to 
power. 

“The other principal view is that, even though power rates are to be fixed on 
a basis that includes as a part of the rate base interest on that portion of the 
costs properly chargeable to power, it is only necessary insofar as showing full 
reimbursability of the project is concerned, to show a return within an agreed 
period of amortization of the full amount of the project costs which are allocated 
to be returned from power revenues. Under this view the interest component of 
power revenues would be applied to assist in the retirement of the reimbursable 
costs that were not properly chargeable to power but which are to be retired by 
the application of power revenues. 

“For the purpose of the Solicitor’s consideration of the legal problems, these 
assumptions should be made: (1) that all project costs, except those allocated 
to flood control and navigation, are required to be returned to the United States 
within an agreed amortization period; and (2) that power revenues will be ex- 
pected to return to the United States that part of the costs properly chargeable 
to power, plus that portion of the costs properly chargeable to irrigation but 
which are beyond the ability of the water users to repay within the statutory 
repayment period.” 

It is understood that both views, quoted supra, of the application of section 9 
assume that the cost allocations report will reflect (1) the part of the estimated 
cost Which can be properly allocated to irrigation and be repaid by the water 
users; (2) the part of the estimated cost which can properly be allocated to 
power and probably be returned to the United States in net power revenues, 
and (3) that part of the estimated cost properly chargeable to irrigation but 
which, because of the inability of the water users to repay, also is to be repaid 
from net power revenues (the irrigation subsidy). The first view is that the 
minimum-rate schedule prescribed by the second sentence of subsection 9 (c) 
must be such as will produce revenues sufficient to meet (2) and (3), plus at 
least 3 percent of (2).° The second view concedes the necessity of always 
collecting (2) with at least 3 percent thereon. It is contended, however, that 
the minimum rate schedule need otherwise only be such as will return revenues, 
including interest, which will be sufficient to meet (2) and (3).° Under the 
first view the proceeds of the interest charge would be realized above the 
amounts necessary to meet reimbursable cost, while under the second view 
they would be applied to that purpose* to the extent of the irrigation subsidy. 


*Botb views assume that “an appropriate share of the construction investment,” on 
which the interest is to be computed within the meaning of subsection 9 (c), is the amount 
properly chargeable to power for power construction costs, an assumption which is sup- 
ported by the legislative history. Both the Senate report (No. 758, 76th Cong., Ist sess.) 
and the conference report (84 Cong. Rec. 10219), in explanation of an amendment of the 
bill reducing the interest rate, clearly indicate an understanding that interest should be 
computed “on the share of the construction cost attributed to power construction.” 

* Both views of course assume that the power revenues must be sufficient to return 
operation and maintenance cost also, factors which for simplicity are not injected at this 
point of the discussion. 

7As an example of the practical apptention of the second view it may be assumed that 
the interest component, whether the 3-percent minimum or a permissible higher one, would 
return revenues sufficient to cover (2), thus permitting a complete reimbursement from 
power revenues of those parts of the cost so allocated. Or, if a 3-percent interest component 
should in fact be insufficient for that purpose the difference could be realized by including 
in addition so much of the subsidy to irrigation as might be necessary under “other fixed 
charges.” This view therefore involves not only a negative answer to question I (a) but, 
necessarily, an affirmative one to question I (b). 
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Reduced to its simplest terms therefore the issue is as follows: The Bureau of 
Reclamation contends that the Congress, by this provision of subsection 9 (c) 
intended that the United States not only realize, but retain, a profit of 3 percent 
from its power investment. The Division of Power contends that Congress did 
not so intend, and that the sum collected by virtue of the 3 percent interest on 
investment required to be included in any power-rate schedules prepared under 
subsection 9 (c) may be applied to the amortization of those costs chargeable 
to irrigation but beyond the ability of the water users to repay (irrigation 
subsidy). 

It is my opinion that neither the contention of the Bureau of Reclamation 
nor that of the Division of Power is entirely correct. I believe that a proper 
interpretation of section 9 of the Reclamation Act of 1939 and the Hayden- 
O'Mahoney amendment to the Department’s Appropriation Act of 1959 require 
that the minimum rate schedule be such as to produce revenues sufficient only 
to meet in addition to the return for operation and maintenance cost, an amount 
equal to 3 percent of the power construction costs with the proviso that if total 
revenues thus produced are insufficient to repay all costs allocated to power to 
be repaid by power revenues, “other fixed charges” must be included in the rate 
schedule to produce revenues sufficient to repay such costs. The Bonneville 
Power Administration has indicated that it shares this view, and its views other- 
wise are in accord with those of the Division of Power. 

If we look only to the language of section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1939, the intention of the Congress seems clear. Subsection 9 (a) and 9 (¢), 
although related, serve two different purposes. Subsection 9 (a) embodies the 
test for feasibility. All projects to be undertaken as authorized under the act 
must meet this test. Subsection 9 (c) contains the criteria for rates to be 
charged by the Secretary for the sale of power. All rates prescribed by him 
must conform to these criteria. 

It is to be observed that the criteria prescribed in subsection 9 (¢) include a 
discretionary factor. The rates must produce power revenues “at least sufficient 
to cover an appropriate share of the annual operation and maintenance Cost, 
interest on an appropriate share of the construction investment at not less than 
% percent per annum, and such other fixed charges as the Secretary deems 
proper.” The Secretary’s discretion, however, is limited by the relationship 
between subsection 9 (a) and subsection 9 (c). Subsection 9 (a) was intended 
to insure the reimbursability of projects. “Other fixed charges,” as used in sub- 
section 9 (c), must, therefore, be such as to produce total revenues from power 
which will equal any costs not written off as allocable to navigation and flood 
control or not reimbursable from other sources. If these costs are less than the 
revenues which would be collected by reason of the minimum 8 percent interest 
factor, the Secretary need not, unless he deems them proper, include any other 
“fixed charges.” If such costs exceed an amount equal to the revenues which 
would be cellected by reason of the minimum 8 percent interest factor, the Secre- 
tary is required to include “other fixed charges” to the extent necessary to 
equal the sum representing such excess. This, however, is the extent of the 
limitations upon the Secretary’s discretion, and if he acts within these 
limitations, he has followed the criteria prescribed in subsection 9 (c) and the 
requirements of law have been satisfied. It appears, therefore, that there is 
nothing in the act of 1939 to prevent the Secretary from fixing rates sufficient to 
meet “an appropriate share of the annual operation and maintenance cost,” in- 
terest on “an appropriate share of the construction investment” at 3 percent per 
annum and “other fixed charges” sufficient to retire all construction costs to be 
returned from net power revenues. 

If we look to the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment to the Department's Appro- 
priation Act for 1989, we find confirmation of this construction of the Reclama- 
tion Project Act of 1939. 

The Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment deals expressly with the disposition of 
power revenues. It contains the specific provision that all revenues derived 
from the sale of power “shall be covered into the reclamation fund.” (Em- 
phasis supplied.) No reservation of any amount for the payment of special 
accounts, such as interest in the form of a “profit” to the United States, is made. 
It is provided that only after net revenues derived from the sale of power de- 
veloped in connection with any such projects shall have repaid those construc- 
tion costs of such project “allocated” to power to be repaid by power revenues 
(power construction costs plus subsidy) therefrom shall any part of said net 
revenues derived from the sale of power developed in connection with such 
projects go to the United States. Then, by specific instruction, it directs their 
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disposition by providing that they “shall, after the close of each fiscal year, be 
transferred to and covered into the General Treasury as ‘miscellaneous receipts. ” 
(Emphasis supplied.) No clearer reflection of Congressional intention with 
respect to the application to be made of revenues derived from irrigation power 
undertakings could be found. There appears to be no conflict, therefore, be- 
tween the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment and section 9 of the act of 19389, and 
I find nothing in either act which would require the Bureau of Reclamation to 
change what appears to be its past practice with respect to the application of 
power revenues, That practice appears to have been to retain in the reclamation 
fund, as a part of net power revenues, collections representing the interest ele- 
ment, where, it is reasonable to presume, they have been available for application 
against reimbursable costs not otherwise paid. This practice was in accord 
with a number of statutes dealing with specific projects which called for the 
application of all revenues from power to the credit of the projects.” 

It appears to be a matter of common knowledge that in many irrigation 
project undertakings the amount representing the irrigation subsidy is in ex- 
cess of the amount which it is anticipated will be realized by a 3-percent 
interest return on the power investment. That there is authority to include 
in rate schedules as one of “such other fixed charges as the Secretary deems 
proper” an element representing some part of the subsidy, in order to avoid a 
deficit, is not questioned. There is objection, however, to a construction of the 
provisions of subsection 9 (¢) which would require that there should be in- 
cluded an element reflecting repayment of the full amount of the subsidy, in 
addition to the interest element, the revenues resulting from which are applied 
against the repayment of the subsidy. 

It is argued that the contention of the Bureau of Reclamation is fortified by 
past practices whereby rate schedules have been such as to produce revenues 
from the sale of power sufficient to meet all construction costs to be returned 
from power revenues in addition to an amount equal to 3 percent of the power 
construction costs. It is necessary only to point out that insofar as such a 
practice has ex sted, it is of no assistance in the construction of the legal 
requirements of rate schedules. Such a practice is entirely consistent with 
the view that the Secretary may “if he deems proper” include such factors as 
“other fixed charges.” The practice throws no light, as an administrative con- 
struction, on the question whether the Secretary is required to include such 
factors as “other fixed charges.” It indicates that he may, not that he must. 

I have been cited two instances which are alleged to indicate an under- 
standing on the part of certain members of the House committee which con- 
sidered the bill that rates for the sale of power must be such as to return all 
costs allocated to power to be repaid from power revenues and in addition a 
3-percent interest charge on the power investment. One such instance Was an 
exchange between Congressman Mundt and Commissioner Page as follows: 

“Mr. Munpr. Who gets the profits of the allocation? You say that the profits 
xo to the Government. Do you mean to the United States Treasury? 

“Mr. Pace. Yes, sir. 

“Mr. MUNbr. Not to the Bureau of Reclamation. 

“Mr. Pace. It goes in the reclamation fund and is available for reappropria- 
tion by Congress. 

“Mr. Munpr. And can be spent without separate appropriation ? 

“Mr. Pace. No, sir; only after specific appropriation. 

“Mr. Horron. That part allocated for power pays for itself. 

“Mr. Pace. Yes, sir. The revenue goes into the reclamation fund until the 
allocation is repaid, then they go to the Treasury. 

“Mr. Munpr. Does the Secretary of the Interior, is he compelled to sell this 
power to the highest bidder? 

“Mr. PaGe. No, sir. Rates are established to return the obligation, with in- 
terest, and the power is not auctioned.” (Hearings, House Committee on Irri- 
gation and Reclamation, 76th Cong., Ist sess., p. 144.) 

The other incident occurred in a debate on the floor of the House during con- 
sideration of the conferee’s report. The following exchange occurred between 
Congressman Rich and Congressman White: 

“Mr. Rieu, (After quoting manager's statement as to Senate amendment). 
What reduction was made in the rate of interest? 


* See, e. g.. act of April 6, 1906 (34 Stat. 116, 117), as amended ; act of March 4, lyvy 
(45 Stat. 1562, 1592) ; act of May 14, 1930 (46 Stat. 279, 308) ; act of August 9, 1937 (50 
Stat. 564, 592). 
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“Mr. WHITE of Idaho. One-half of 1 percent, and the Government still makes 
a big profit, because it borrows money at a lower rate than the rate fixed in 
this bill. The Government is making a protit on the interest, and we have ex- 
tended those benefits to these reclamation projects.” (84 Cong. Reec., p. 10220.) 

I think it is clear that neither of these incidents throws any particular light 
on the narrow question in issue. 

Even greater stress is laid by the Bureau of Reclamation on the implications 
of the Acting Secretary's letter of June 9, 1939,° in which the following state- 
ment concerning section 9 of the act appears: 

“The provisions of this section are substantially in accordance with recent 
special acts of Congress relating to multiple-purpose projects constructed by 
the Bureau of Reclamation and would give effect to sound public policy.” 
(H. Rept. No. 995, 76th Cong., 1st sess.. p. 5.) 

This paragraph in itself is of little significance. It is necessary to examine 
the “recent special acts of Congress relating to multiple-purpose projects” to 
which it refers and to explore what might have been intended by the phrase 
“give effect to sound public policy.” 

The “special acts” referred to include the Boulder Canyon Project Act.” An 
examination of this act indicates that it varies in material respects from section 
9 of the Reclamation Act of 1939. In fact, the act varies so materially that 
little is to be gained by comparison. For example, it requires the return of 
the total cost of the project including the allocation to flood control with interest 
at 4 percent per annum. Under the act of 1939, it is not contended that interest 
be returned on the irrigation subsidy and subsection 9 (a) provides for writing 
off costs allocable to flood control and navigation. Under section 9, therefore, 
not only is it unnecessary to collect interest on flood control and navigation 
costs, but it is even unnecessary that the costs themselves be returned. It is 
thus obvious that the Boulder Canyon Project Act is of no assistance in inter- 
preting the meaning of section 9 of the act of 1939. Of the other multiple- 
purpose project acts in operation or under construction at the time the 1939 
act was under consideration,” none, with the exception only of that relating 
to Black Canyon,” contained any provisions whatever as to rates for the sale 
of power or the requirements for repayment from power revenues. 

Whatever significance is to be derived from the Acting Secretary's letter thus 
must be found in his statement that section 9 of the act of 1939 would put 
into effect “sound public policy.” It is argued by the Bureau of Reclamation 
that this “sound public policy” is to be found in the Bureau’s practice in estab- 
lishing rate schedules under the special acts referred to. This practice seems 
to have been one which included an interest charge over and above charges 
sufficient to amortize the entire cost of the project. Admittedly, however, such 
schedules were established as a matter of policy and not as a matter of legal 
requirement. The implication of the Acting Secretary’s letter would thus 
appear to go no farther than to suggest that under section 9 of the act of 1939, 
a similar policy could be followed. There is no necessary implication that such 
a procedure should be followed as a matter of law. 

In these circumstances, I am confronted with a situation in which the language 
of the legislation in question is perfectly clear but the legislative history of 
doubtful intent. Ordinarily, legislative history is invoked when it can throw 
light on statutory language which is susceptible of more than one meaning. 
Such is not the case here. To deviate from the interpretation I have placed 
on section 9 of the act of 1939 would require reading something into the act 





® See H. R. 995, 76th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 

1° Act of Hesamhar 21, 1928, ch. 42, 45 Beat. © 057. 

" The following acts involve situations of that kind: The acts of June 5, 1924 (48 Stat. 
416) and March 4, 1929 (45 Stat. 1590), relating to the Black Canyon Power Plant and 
the Deadwood Reservoir, Boise Project: the acts of March 4, 1929 (45 Stat. 1592) and 
April 9, 1938 (52 Stat. 210), relating to the Shoshone Power Plant; the act of May 14, 
1930 (46 Stat. 279, 308), relating to the Yakima-Prosser Power Plant; the several ap- 
propriation acts relating to the Kendrick Project, beginning with the act of June 22, 1936 
(49 Stat. 1757, 1784) (these must be considered along with the finding of feasibility of 
August 30, 1935, which was premised on the use of power revenues to retire a part of the 
cost that might properly be chargeable to irrigation) ; and the act of August 9. 1937 (50 
Stat. 564, 593, and 595), relating to the Rio Grande Project and to the Colorado-Big 
Thompson Project. Reference should be made also to the acts of August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 
1028, 1039), and August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 850), which related to Grand Coulee Dam, 
Parker Dam, and the Central Valley Projects, which were multiple-purpose projects under 
construction when the 1939 Project Act was being considered, but for which at that time 
no bane Oh had been made for the allocation of costs, nor for the terms on which power 
woulc 8 

2 Act of March 4, 1929, ch. 705 (45 Stat. 1562). 
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which is not there. In order to accomplish this, I am asked to resort to legis- 
lative history which it itself capable of several meanings. It would be a curious 
reversal of ordinary canons of statutory interpretation to follow such a course. 

Considerable point is made by the Bureau of Reclamation of the practices 
of the Bureau in establishing rate schedules and of representations made to 
Congress since the passage of the 1939 act. It is contended that representa- 
tions thus made and appropriations made by the Congress in consequence thereof 
are entitled to great ~veight in determining the requirements of that act. 

But most of the colloquies between Bureau representatives and members of 
Appropriation Committees are ambiguous, subject to a meaning which is con- 
sistent with the contentions of the Division of Power as well as with those of 
the Bureau of Reclamation. In a discussion between Commissioner Page and 
Congressman Carter in connection with H. R. 8745, Seventy-sixth Congress, 
third session, which was the first appropriation act following the enactment 
of the 1939 act, Commissioner Page observed that “under the 1939 Act it is 
contemplated that money allocated to power should pay interest, and the water 
end of it would be interest free.” (House Hearings, p. 382.) When Commis- 
sioner Page testified before the Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations in 
connection with the same bill, he assured Senator Taft that “power always 
carries interest. The rates are set to repay investment with interest.” (Supple- 
mental Hearings, Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations, p. 27.) 

In connection with H. R. 4590, which became the act of June 28, 1941, the 
second annual appropriation act after the enactment of the 1939 act, Commis- 
sioner Page told Congressman Fitzpatrick that power prices were “based on 
taking care of the operation of the plant, amortization of the investment within 
the period which the law permits, and the payment of 3 percent on the cost of 
construction.” In answer to a question by Congressman Sheppard, the Com- 
missioner said: 

“* * * We establish a rate at a figure which we think will yield, with 
the output which we have, the operating cost, the amortization, and the interest ; 
and that is the rate at which we sell the power, and that varies in each case 
with the investment involved, because of amortization and interest.” (Hearings, 
House Subcommittee on Appropriations, 77th Cong., Ist sess., p. 613.) 

Later in the same hearings, Commissioner Page told Congressman Leavy that 
“No interest is charged on the cost of construction for irrigation. That charged 
to power is repaid with interest.” (Hearings, p. 634.) 

In connection with H. R. 6845, which became the act of July 2, 1942, the third 
appropriation act after passage of the 1939 act, Commissioner Page in response 
to a question by Congressman Leavy stated: 

“Expenditures for irrigation are reimbursable under the law. That must 
be repaid in 40 years without interest. Costs allocated to power in multiple- 
purpose projects are repaid with interest at 3 percent. * * * (Hearings, 
House Subcommittee on Appropriations, 77th Cong., 2d sess., p. 306.) 

When H. R. 6845 was under debate on the floor of the House, Mr. Leavy in 
discussing the proposed appropriation for the Central Valley Project asserted : 

“It will cost somewhere between $225,000,000 and $275,000,000, 

“Every dollar of this is to be paid back to the Federal Treasury over a period 
of 40 years, the reclamation feature without interest and the power feature with 
interest.” (88 Cong. Rec., p. 5721.) 

In connection with H. R. 2719 which became the act of July 12, 1948, the 
fourth annual appropriation following enactment of the 1939 act, Commissioner 
Page, in response to a question by Congressman Norrell, made the following 
explanation before the House Subcommittee on Appropriations : 

“Most of the projects now being constructed were authorized prior to the 
enactment of the 1939 act; however, the practice of the Bureau previous to 
the enactment of the 1939 act was analogous to the procedure set up in the 
1939 act. This practice in substance consisted of allocating to each use that 
portion of the project that was used exclusively for that particular purpose 
and the common works were likewise allocated as could best be determined on 
the basis of use. After these allocations had been made, consideration was given 
to the ability of the water users to repay the costs properly charged to them 
as well as the benefits they could be expected to receive from the construction. 
The result of such an allocation in most cases has been that a certain part only 
of the project cost properly allocated to irrigation be repaid by charges made 
to the water users. The rest of the allocation to irrigation uses and, of course, 
all of the allocation to power, will be returned by power revenues.” 
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It will be observed that in these conversations loose language is frequently 
employed both by the Commissioner and by members of the Committee. I am 
impressed, however, with the thought that such expressions as “power features,” 
“irrigation features,” “power costs,” “costs allocated to power in multiple-purpose 
projects” are employed to identify the construction allocations of the power 
und irrigation features, as the case may be. For example, in Commissioner 
Page’s testimony, last quoted, he says: 

“* * * The result of such an allocation in most cases has been that a certain 
part only of the project cost properly allocated to irrigation be repaid by charges 
made to the water users. The rest of the allocation to irrigation uses and, of 
course, all of the allocation to power, will be returned by power revenues.” 

This immediately suggests that both the Commissioners and his hearers dis- 
tinguished between the power investment and the irrigation investment. It is 
reasonable to assume therefore that when the Committee members were assured 
that “costs allocated to power” were collected with interest, and when they 
themselves made such statements as “the reclamation features [are renaid] 
Without interest and the power features with interest,” it was understood that 
in addition to interest thereon, only power costs would be refleced in the rates. 
I am persuaded that insofar as the legislative history of the four appropriation 
ucts since enactment of the 1939 act refer to the requirements for rate schedules, 
I could go no farther than to conclude that these requirements, in addition to 
operation and maintenance cost, include only the amortization of the power 
investment plus 3 percent interest thereon, unless “other fixed charges” are 
necessary to insure complete repayment of reimbursable costs. In other words, 
if it were permissible to consider this material, it would support the contention 
of the Division of Power as such, if not more than that of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

To all of these statements, however, I am not disposed to attach significance. 
Statements subsequently addressed to Congress may not be invoked to alter 
what otherwise would be the plain meaning of a statute. Since I find no am- 
biguity in the terms of section 9 of the act of 1939, I am unwilling to look to 
later declarations either by administrative officials or by members of Appropri- 
ation Subcommittees to make them ambiguous. 

It has been suggested that the mere use of the word “interest” in subsection 
9 (c) of the act of 1939 indicates a Congressional intention that rate schedules 
be established which will return sufficient revenues to meet the requirements 
set forth in subsection 9 (a) of that act and in addition a “profit” of 3 percent 
on the power investment. “Interest,” it is argued, implies a “profit” on invest- 
ment. It implies the collection of a sum in addition to the amount on which 
the interest is charged. To use this sum for the purpose of reimbursement of 
the capital on which it is charged is to defeat the very purpose of its requirement. 
If the validity of this reasoning be conceded, I think it is answered by a con- 
sideration of the character of projects like Grand Coulee. The Reclamation 
Act of 1939 contemplated vast multiple-purpose projects, projects which would 
serve the ends of irrigation, power generation, navigation, and flood control. 
The provision in subsection 9 (a) for allocation of costs to different functions 
suggests that the Congress regarded such projects, for purposes of fiscal plan- 
ning and accounting, as interrelated but nevertheless separate enterprises. The 
costs for navigation and flood control purposes are to be borne in one way, costs 
for power construction in another, and costs for reclaiming and irrigating agri- 
cultural land in still a third manner. It seems to me not unusual to use the 
word “interest” as a return to be realized on one enterprise even though a part 
of the revenues from that enterprise are required to reimburse the reclamation 
fund for a capital investment in another enterprise. Since the returns from 
power investments are more generous than the returns from investments for 
irrigation purposes, it is only natural to suppose that the Congress anticipated 
the former to yield a return which could be applied to subsidize the latter. 

I am not prepared, however, to concede the validity of the proposition that 
to use revenues collected by reason of an interest factor for the purpose of 
reimbursement of capital on which it is charged is to defeat the purpose of its 
requirement. It is a question-hbegging proposition. The fallacy lies in the as- 
sumption as to the purpose of the interest requirement. it does no violence to 
common sense to assume that the 3 percent interest requirement in subsection 
9 (c¢) was intended to insure minimum rates for power in cases where a 40-year 
amortization plan would otherwise make possible rates which would return 
revenues less than an amount equal to 3 percent on the power construction 
costs. It is to be remembered that the Congress has been sensitive to the com- 
petitive position of Government power projects, and it is not unreasonable to 
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assume an intention only to insure power rates which, under no circumstances, 
could be less than those which would return, in addition to operation and main- 
tenance costs, an amount equal to 3 percent on the construction investment. 
In other words, the Congress may well have been concerned at this point with a 
minimum rate schedule rather than an enterprise which would insure a net 
profit to the Government. The device of requiring an interest component in the 
rate schedule was one method of attaining this objective. 

It accordingly is my conclusion that the minimum Jegal requirement of sub- 
section 9 (c) of the act of 19389 may be met by the establishment of rate schedules 
which will return: 

(1) the share of operation and maintenance expenses chargeable to power 
development. 

(2) interest at not less than 3 percent on the power construction costs, and 

(3) as “other fixed charges,” an amount equal to any excess over total net 
power revenues which would otherwise exist in the construction costs allo 
cated to power to be returned from power revenues. 

The Secretary may, if he deems them proper, include still other “fixed 
charges.” His discretion under this provision is sufficiently broad to enable 
him to include charges which will produce revenues sufficient to equal all con- 
struction costs allocated to power to be returned from power revenues, including 
costs allocated to irrigation which are beyond the ability of the water users 
to repay, in addition to the returns representing interest at not less than 3 
percent annually on the power construction investment. He is not, however, 
so required by law. 

Question II is whether the interest element in the rate schedule, which is to 
he computed on the part of the construction cost properly chargeable to power, 
must be calculated on that interest base from the time the investment was 
made. It raises a preliminary question, however, whether interest during the 
period of construction should be regarded as a part of the construction cost of 
the project. If it should be so regarded, it would seem clear that the interest 
element in the rate schedule should not be calculated from the time of making 
the investment, since the part chargeable for the period of construction al- 
ready would be reflected in the rate schedule. If it should not be so regarded, 
there would remain the question whether the Secretary, in fixing rates which 
would produce revenues “at least sufficient to cover * * *— interest on an 
appropriate share of the construction investment at not less than 3 per centum 
per annum * * *” is nevertheless required to compute the interest from the 
time of the investment. 

While interest during construction has been treated in some situations as 
a part of the cost of the project “ two considerations tend to negative the pro- 
priety of its inclusion here. First, subsection 9 (a) of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939, which provides for cost allocations reports, speaks in terms 
only of “the estimated cost of the proposed construction” and “the part of the 
estimated cost which can properly be allocated” to irrigation, power, and other 
purposes. This language. in the absence of more specific provisions, seems 
to be addressed only to capital investment. Secondly, if interest during con- 
struction should be included as a part of the project cost, it would seem that 
it reasonably should apply alike to the parts of the construction cost allocable 
to power and to irrigation, whereas interest historically has not been included 
in the financing of irrigation.’ I therefore conclude that interest during con- 
struction need not be included as a part of the cost of the project. The question 
as originally submitted therefore remains to be answered. 

A casual examination of the provision for interest in the rate schedule would 
raise the suggestion of a requirement that it be calculated from the date of 
investment.” Administrative practice prior to the enactment of the 19239 act 
was not uniform.” Two considerations, however, lead me to the conclusion that 


13 See, e. g., In the Matter of Clarion River Power Co., 1 F. P. C. Rept. 269, 314 (1935) 

#4 See S. Doe. 36, < Cong., Ist sess., p. 30. 

See Hearings, H. R. 4852,°H. Subcom. on Appropriations, 76th Cong., Ist sess., p. 354. 
See also ibid., p. asi Hearings, H. R. 6984, H. Comm. on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
76th Cong., Ist sess., p. 144; 81 Cong. Rec. 10220. 

™ See, on the one hand, the financial studies for the Colorado-Big Thompson Project 
(S. Doc. 80, 75th Cong., Ist sess., pp. 31, 32, and 33) and the hearings on an appropriation 
item for the Rio Grande Project (Hearings, H. Subcom. on Appropriations, 75th Cong.. 
Ist sess.. p. 316), both of which reflect a policy of charging interest during the period of 
construction. On the other hand, see Hearings, H. Subcom. on Appropriations, 70th 
Cong., 2d sess.. p. 452, in connection with the Black Canyon Power Plant, and Hearings, 
H. Subcomm. on Appropriations, 76th Cong., Ist sess., p. 286, in connection with the 
Kendrick Project. 
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interest need not be calculated from the date of investment. First, the rate 
requirements of subsection 9 (c) are “in connection with the operation of any 
project” (emphasis supplied). Secondly, it does not appear that the element of 
interest during construction has been reflected in any manner in any rate 
determinations made under subsection 9 (c), and the financial studies reflected 
in the feasibility reports made in three projects pursuant to subsection 9 (a) 
are based on calculations of annual revenues and annual charges.” In two 
of these three instances, appropriations of funds have been made by the Con- 
gress for project construction.” Appropriations made with knowledge of admin- 
istrative construction and practices are entitled to weight.” 

It therefore is my opinion that the Secretary is not legally required, for the 
purposes of rate-making, to calculate interest on the investment from the time of 
actual expenditure in construction and that it may be calculated from such 
subsequent point of time as would be factually most consistent with the legal 
reasons which have led to this conclusion. Such point of time presumably would 
be that at which the generation of energy begins to produce revenues. 

The answers to the questions propounded are thus as follows: 

I(a). No. 

I(b). Yes. 

II. No. Interest may be calculated from an “appropriate” later date. 


Respectfully, 


Approved: September 29, 1944. 
Harowp L. Ickes, Secretary of the Interior. 


Fow er Harper, Solicitor. 





M. 33473 (supplemental). 
MINIMUM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS FOR COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT 
Opinion, September 10, 1945 


COLUMBIA’ BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT—-POWER DEVELOPMENT——MINIMUM 
REVEN UE REQUIREMENTS—REPAYMENT PERIOD 


There is no specific statutory period under the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939 (53 Stat. 1193), within which the costs allocated to be repaid from net 
power revenues thereunder must be repaid. The repayment period accordingly 
may be such as the Secretary of the Interior in his discretion shall determine to 
be proper for each project, within the useful life of that project. 

The Reclamation Project Act, supra, specifies no period within which there 
must be repaid that portion of the costs “properly chargeable to irrigation but 
which are beyond the ability of the water users to repay” (the irrigation sub- 
sidy). The repayment period accordingly may be such as the Secretary of the 
Interior in his discretion shall determine to be proper for each project, within the 
useful life of that project. 


COLUMBIA BASIN (GRAND COULEE) PROJECT--MINIMUM REVENUE REQUIREMENTS— 
RATE SCHEDULES—-INTEREST BASE 


The estimated power construction investment constituting the base upon which 
the 3 percent interest element in the rate schedules established under subsection 
9 (c) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1989, supra, is calculated, is not subject 
to diminution in any manner by reason of net revenues being applied under the 
Hayden-O’Mahoney Amendment (52 Stat. 291, 322). 

Harper, Solicitor: AABD, AABE, ABAB, ABAE, ABAH, ABAN, ABAS, RB, 

C. 


17In addition, it may be observed that subsection 9 (c) speaks in terms of annual 
“operation and maintenance cost.’ which raises a suggestion that the other factors in the 
rate base, including interest, may be similarly computed. 

% Boise Project (Anderson Ranch Reservoir) (H. Doc. 916, 76th Cong., 3d sess.) ; King’ 
River Project (H. Doc. 631, 76th Cong., 3d sess.) ; Bullshead Dam Project (Hi. Doe. 186. 
77th Cong., 1st sess.). 

- See, e. g., act of June 28, 1941 (55 Stat. 303, 336), which appropriated funds for the 
Bullshead Project “for the purpose and substantially in accordance with 7? report thereon 
heretofore submitted under section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1 

Sen ells vy. Nickles, 104 U. S. 444, 447 (1881) ; Brooks v. Dewar, 313 U. | S. 354, 360, 361 
(1941). 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR 
WASHINGTON 25, D. C., September 10, 1945. 
The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: By a joint memorandum of May 28, which you sub- 
mitted to me on May 31, the Director of the Division of Power and the Commis- 
sioner of the Bureau of Reclamation recommended that certain legal questions 
raised therein be submitted to me for an opinion. The memorandum sum- 
marizes the holding in my opinion (M. 33473) approved by you on September 
29, 1944, concerning the minimum legal requirements for rate schedules to be 
established for the sale of electrical energy from the Grand Coulee Dam, 
Columbia Basin Project, under subsection 9 (c) of the Reclamation Project 
Act of 1989 (53 Stat. 11938, 48 U. S. C. see. 485),’ and concludes that two addi- 
tional questions require answer in order to determine “the minimum revenue 
requirements.” The first question is as follows: 

“within what period of time must there be returned to the United States: 

(a) the estimated construction costs properly allocated to power? 

(b) the estimated costs, if any, properly allocable to purposes other than 
power but which are allocated to be returned from power revenues (i. e., the 
subsidy ) 7” 

The memorandum refers to the fact that the joint report of the Bonneville 
Power Administration and the Bureau of Reclamation on the allocation and 
repayment of the costs of the Columbia Basin Project, approved by you on 
January 31, states that no period for amortization (i. e., repayment) is expressly 
fixed by law, and that the implicit legal requirement would appear to be that 
costs be amortized within a reasonable period, and of course, within the useful 
life of the project. The memorandum states that since the repayment period 
chosen in the Columbia Basin allocation report coincides with the repayment 
period fixed by law for the water users (40 years, plus the development period, 
if any), the explicit question of the maximum length of the repayment period 
or periods for power construction costs and subsidy, if any, did not have to be 
considered. It accordingly was deemed advisable to present the question for 
formal determination by the Solicitor. 

It is my opinion, answering part (a), that there is no specific statutory 
requirement with respect to the period of time within which power construc- 
tion costs are to be repaid. It accordingly appears that there may be estab- 
lished a period of time based upon what is generally regarded in similar 
undertakings as a reasonable repayment period, within the useful life of the 
project, taking into consideration the circumstances of each individual project. 
Answering part (0), it is my opinion that the repayment period for that part 
of the estimated costs properly chargeable to irrigation but beyond the ability 
of the water users to repay (the irrigation subsidy) may be established in a 
manner similar to that established for the repayment of power construction 
vosts. 

A review of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 and related legislation 
discloses no provision specifying a time within which repayment of construc- 
tion costs allocated to be repaid from power revenues must be made. Such 
repayment provisions as are contained in the act refer to repayments to be made 
under water service contracts with municipalities (subsection 9 (c), first 
sentence), or water users (subsection 9 (d)), both types specifying repayment 
within 40 years. The legislation is silent with respect to the length of the 
repayment period within which the Government is to repay to itself “the 
part of the estimated cost which can properly be allocated to power and prob- 
ably be returned to the United States in net power revenues” (subsection 
N (a) (5)). 


1The summarization reads: “To the end of producing revenues sufficient to return to 
the United States. in addition to estimated operation and maintenance costs of the com- 
mercial power system, all estimated construction costs allocated to be returned from nower 
revenues (i. e., estimated commercial power system construction costs plus subsidy, if any) 
the required minimum factors which rates for the sale of power must return, stated on an 
annual basis, are three percent of the construction investment properly allocated to power 
and such additional amounts, under the caption ‘other fixed charges,’ as are needed for the 
purpose of providing revenues sufficient to meet these costs.” 
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The fact that no period of time was specified within which there was to be 
accomplished the repayment of the amount properly allocable to power appears 
not to have been an oversight. Such meager records as are available on the 
legislative history of this phase of the 1939 act disclose that the matter of a 
repayment period was considered. In a preliminary draft, dated March 27, 
1939, of the controversial fourth sentence of the proposed subsection 9 (c), the 
Department provided a specific period of time within which such repayment 
was to be effected. The preliminary provision was to the effect that any sale 
of electric power or lease of power privileges made by the Secretary in connec- 
tion with the operation of any works constructed under the Federal Reclamation 
Laws, “shall be at such rates as in his conclusive judgment will produce power 
revenues, Which shall be covered into the Reclamation Fund, sufficient to return 
in forty years with three and one-half per centum of interest, an appropriate 
share, as determined by the Secretary, of that part of the construction costs 
allocated by the Secretary to power: * * *” As finally approved, the pro- 
vision read as follows: 

ve * * Any sale of electric power or lease of power privileges, made by the 
Secretary in connection with the operation of any project or division of a project, 
shall be for such periods, not to exceed forty years, and at such rates as in his 
judgment will produce power revenues at least sufficient to cover an appropriate 
share of the annual operation and maintenance cost, interest on an appropriate 
share of the construction investment at not less than 3 per centum per annum, 
and such other fixed charges as the Secretary deems proper: * * *” 

Differing circumstances exist with respect to the various project undertakings. 
A repayment period suitable for one project might not be suitable for another. 
The solution apparently decided upon was to leave to the discretion of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior the determination of an appropriate time within the useful 
life of each project during which repayment should be required. The forty- 
year limitation imposed by the provision as finally approved clearly applies to 
the duration of contracts to be entered into for the sale of power or leases of 
power privileges in connection with the operation of power projects, and not to 
repayment of the project costs.’ 

I accordingly conclude as to part (a) that there is no specified statutory period 
within which the repayment of costs allocated to be repaid from net power rev- 
enues must be made, and that the repayment period therefore may be such as the 
Secretary of the Interior in his discretion shall determine to be proper to effect 
repayment within the useful life of each project. 

The portion of the costs “properly chargeable to irrigation but which are 
beyond the ability of the water users to repay within the statutory repayment 
period” (the irrigation subsidy), is conceded to constitute “part of the esti- 
mated cost which can properly be allocated to power and probably be returned 
to the United States in net power revenues.” Since it clearly is not intended 
to be regarded as an irrigation charge required to be repaid by the water users, 
it accordingly is not governed by the repayment period applicable to such charges. 
It isa charge, in addition to the power construction costs, which is required to be 
repaid from power revenues, if the project is to meet the test of feasibility laid 
down in section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. T accordingly 
conclude as to part (b) that, as in the case of power construction costs, no 
specific statutory repayment period is prescribed for the return of such charge 
and the repayment period accordingly may be such as the Secretary of the 
Interior in his discretion shall decide to be proper for repayment within the 
useful life of each project. 

The second legal question is as follows: 

“Tt is the estimated construction investment properly allocated to power upon 
which the three-percent factor is calculated subject to diminution in any manner 
by reason of net revenues being applied, under the Hayden-O’Mahoney amend- 
ment.’ against that construction investment, and, if so, to what extent?” 


* This interpretation is consistent with the general policy of the Congress as more 
expressly indicated with respect to the marketing of surplus energy from the Bonneville 
Project. In section 7 of the Bonneville Project Act (50 Stat. 731. 16 U.S. C., see. 882f). 
it is provided that rate schedules shall be established to amortize the Government's invest- 
ment “over a reasonable period of years.” -Pursuant to this provision, a 50-year amortiza- 
tion period was established by the Federal Power Commission in its allocation order issued 
June 26, 1945. Section 5 (a) of the Bonneville Project Act authorizes the marking of 
power sales contracts with a maximum term of 20 vears. This act indicates na legislative 
policy of limiting the term of contracts to snecified periods. thus giving the Government 
and purchasers an opportunity to negotiate suitable new contracts, but allowing the over-all 
amortization period to vary with particular projects depending upon what is reasonable in 
the particular case. 

7 Act of May 9, 1938, 52 Stat. 291, 322, 43 U. S. C. see. 392 (a). 
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It is my opinion that the estimated power construction investment consti- 
tuting the base upon which the 3-percent interest element in the rate schedule 
is calculated is not subject to diminution in any manner by reason of any 
revenues being applied, under the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment, against that 
construction investment. 

Four views are submitted as having been advanced on this question ; 

“(a) The three percent return (as distinguished from the return, if any, for 
‘other fixed charges’) is required upon the construction investment without re- 
duction, untit the total return equals the investment, after which it may be 
discontinued. 

“(h) The three percent return (as distinguished from the return, if any, for 
‘other fixed charges’) is required upon the construction investment without re- 
duction as long as power is sold. 

“cc) The three percent return (as distinguished from the return, if any, for 
‘other fixed charges’) is required only upon the construction investment reduced 
by that portion of the total power revenues that have been collected and applied 
to repayment of the construction investment. 

“(d) The three percent return (as distinguished from the return, if any, for 
‘other tixed charges’) is required upon the construction investment reduced by 
the amount by which that portion of total power revenues previously collected 
has exceeded the three percent return and has been applied to repayment of the 
construction investment.” 

Views (a), (b), and (c) are self-explanatory. View (d) assumes that for 
some reason (e. g., unanticipated volume of sales), net power revenues in amounts 
greater than 3 percent of the investment as originally calculated may become 
available for application against repayment of that investment, and asks, as I 
understand it, whether the annual interest calculation in such event could be 
made on the investment base reduced by the revenues derived from the excess 
over the 3 percent interest element. Since there is involved the same basic 
question posed in view (¢), namely, whether the 3 percent may be calculated on 
a reduced investment base, the two will be considered together. 

View (b) in my opinion is the only one for which there is authoritative sup- 
port. For the reasons stated in my opinion of September 29, 1944 (M. 33473), 
this conclusion necessarily is required. Since that opinion supports only view 
(b), and therefore precludes acceptances of views (a), (¢), and (d), it appears 
advisable to review those portions of it which established unequivocally that 
not only is the interest element of the rate schedule to continue so long as power 
is sold, but also that the “appropriate share of the construction investment” 
upon which the 3 percent element of the rate schedule is to operate is the power 
construction costs and not an amount representing those costs on an annually 
diminishing basis, 

On page 6 it was stated that: 

“* * * | believe that a proper interpretation of section 9 of the Reclama- 
tion Act of 1939 and the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment to the Department's 
Appropriation Act of 1539 require that the minimum rate schedule to be such as 
to produce [on an annual basis] revenues sufficient only to meet in addition 
to the return for operation and maintenance costs, an amount equal to 3 percent 
of the power construction costs with the proviso that if total revenues thus pro- 
duced are insufficient to repay all costs allocated to power to be repaid by power 
revenues, ‘other fixed charges’ must be included in the rate schedule to produce 
revenues sufficient to repay such costs. * ** [Emphasis supplied. ] 

On page 7 the opinion stated: 

“* * * Tt appears, therefore, that there is nothing in the act of 19839 to 
prevent the Secretary from fixing rates sufficient to meet ‘an appropriate share 
of the annual operation and maintenance cost, interest on ‘an appropriate share 
of the construction investment’ at 3) per centum per annum and ‘other fixed 
charges’ sufficient to retire all construction costs to be returned from net power 
revenues. | Emphasis supplied. ] 

* + * * + * * 

“The Hayden-O’Mahoney amendinent deals expressly with the disposition of 
power revenues. Jt contains the specific provision that all revenues derived 
from the sale of power ‘shall be covered into the reclamation fund.’ No reser 
ration of any amount for the payment of special accounts, such as interest in 
the form of a ‘profit’ to the United States, is made. It is provided that on/y 
after net revenues derived from the sale of power developed in connection with 
any such projects shall have repaid those construction costs of such project 
‘allocated’ to power to be repaid by power revenues (power construction Costs 
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plus subsidy) therefrom shall any part of said net revenues derived from the 
sale of power developed in connection with such projects go to the United States. 
Then, by specific instruction, it directs their disposition by providing that they 
‘shall, after the close of each fiscal year, be transferred to and covered into the 
General Treasury as “miscellaneous receipts.”’ .No clearer reflection of Con- 
gressional intention with respect to the application to be made of revenues de- 
rived from irrigation power undertakings could be found. There appears to be 
no conflict, therefore, between the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment and section 9 
of the act of 1939, and J find nothing in either act which would require the 
Bureau of Reclamation to change what appears to be its past practice with 
respect to the application of power revenues. That practice appears to have 
been to retain in the reclamation fund, as a part of net power revenues, collec- 
tions representing the interest element, where, it is reasonable to presume, they 
have been available for application against reimbursable costs not otherivise 
paid, This practice was in accord with a number of statutes dealing with spe- 
cific projects which called for the application of all revenues from power to the 
credit of the projects. * * *” [Additional emphasis supplied. | 

In the original joint submission of questions which resulted in my first opinion 
the term “tan appropriate share of the construction investment” was conceded to 
refer to the power construction costs. That view was found to be supported by 
the history and related legislation affecting reclamation power projects and for 
that reason will not be further discussed here.‘ 

Clearly it was intended by the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment that there 
should be continuing revenues flowing annually from reclamation power projects 
which, after accomplishing the payment of the costs allocated to power to be paid 
from power revenues (power construction costs plus subsidy) should thereafter, 
at the close of each fiscal year—not be retained in the Reclamation fund, reduced 
by virtue of a diminished base, discontinued, or otherwise diverted, but—bhbe 
transferred and covered into the Treasury as “Miscellaneous receipts.” The 
minimum requirements of the rate schedule include two elements the revenue 
from which is earmarked for specific application (operation and maintenance 
costs). The only element, assuming a case where a rate schedule would reflect 
ouly the minimum legal requirements (and “other fixed charges’? would not 
be involved), which could supply the “net revenues” which at the end of each 
fiscal year after full repayment of costs allocated to be paid from power revenues 
“shall * * * be transferred to and covered into the General Treasury as 
‘Miscellaneous receipts,’”’ would be the interest element. 

If the views expressed in (a), (¢), and (d) were to be seriously entertained, 
there would result a negation of this obvious intention and purpose of the Hayden- 
O'Mahoney amendment, a statute which my first opinion concluded necessarily 
must be construed in conjunction with the provisions of the Reclamation Project 
Act of 1939 in the determination of the application or disposition to be made 
of the revenues authorized by the 1939 act to be collected, since whether the 
interest element were discontinued entirely after the revenue return equalled 
the original costs allocated to power to be paid therefrom (view (a)), or were 
constantly lessened on a diminished balance of the investment basis, as proposed 
by views (c) and (d), there would remain either nothing under view (a), or 
only a perpetually diminishing but never ending amount under views (c) and 
(d), which “after the close of each fiscal year [shall] be transferred to and 
covered into the General Treasury as ‘miscellaneous receipts.’ ” 

In my previous opinion, I concluded that “other fixed charges” were necessary 
under subsection 9 (c) of the 1939 act only if the net revenues derived through 
the 3 percent element of the rate schedule were insufficient to accomplish the 
return of both the power construction costs and the irrigation subsidy within 
the repayment period chosen by the Secretary. The application of view (c) 
would result in constantly diminishing net revenues attributable to the 3 percent 
element because the base upon which the 3 percent is calculated thereunder 
would constantly diminish. In order to return within the prescribed repayment 
period both power construction costs and the subsidy, the element representing 
“other fixed charges” would as the result of the application of that view have 
to be correspondingly increased. Even assuming that in some years net revenues 
other than those attributable to the element, if any, reflecting ‘other fixed 
charges” were in excess of 3 percent of the base (view (d)), the element for 
“other fixed charges” would still of necessity have to be increased. 

These conclusions may be demonstrated by the following examples: Assume 
a power construction cost of $10,000 and a subsidy of $5,000 or a total of 





+See page 5, footnote 5, of Opinion M. 33473, approved September 29, 1944. 
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$15,000 allocated for probable return from net power revenues. Assume also a 
nO-year period in which that amount is to be returned. Annual net revenues 
equal to 3 percent of $10,000 (power investment) will return in 50 years the 
necessary $15,000. If, as I have concluded, the 3 percent is to be calculated on 
the undiminished power construction investment base, no element for “other 
fixed charges” is necessary in the rate schedule. However, if view (c) applies, 
the result would be as follows: In the first year there would be net revenues 
of $300. The “investment” upon which the 3 percent factor is calculated would 
be reduced to $9,700. There would be a requirement, in order to return all re- 
maining construction costs allocated to be returned from power revenues that 
net revenues equalling $14,700 be returned over the remaining 49 years of the 
repayment period. For the second year, application of the 3 percent factor 
would return only 3 percent of $9,700 or $291. In order to bring the net reve- 
nues up to the point where they will equal $15,000 at the end of the 50-year 
period, an element for “other fixed charges” to the extent of the deficiency re- 
sulting must now be included in the rate schedule. If, instead of $300 in the first 
year, the net revenues are $400, so that view (d) would operate, the base upon 
which the 3 percent interest element is to be calculated would, for the second 
year, be $9,900, rather than $9,700 (on the basis of my understanding that under 
view (d) the base would be reduced by the amount of net revenue in excess of 
3 percent. The total net revenue requirement over the remaining 49 years 
would be $14,600. Three percent of $9,900 is $297. Assuming there were ho 
further excess net revenues during the repayment period, net revenues at the 
end of the repayment period would total only $14,958. Again, a factor for 
“other fixed charges” would have to be included in the rate schedule in order 
to accomplish the return of a total of $15,000 within the prescribed 50-year 
period, In the absence of a more definite direction than is to be gathered from 
existing law, I find it impossible to accept the supposition that the Congress 
intended the 3 percent interest element and the discretionary authority for the 
inclusion of other fixed charges in the rate schedules to be manipulated in any 
such manner.” 

Finally, i think it should be recognized that the basic reason for including 
specifically a minimum interest requirement in the rate schedules to be estab- 
lished under subsection 9 (c) of the 1939 act was the evident sensitivity of 
the Congress to the competitive position of the Government in the power field.° 





5 The basis for the confusion reflected in views (c) and (d), it appears, may be attributed 
to the following statements appearing in a memorandum from the Bureau of Reclamation 
of June 15, 1944: 

“(4) The interest return on the power investment is determined by a financial study 
of operations during the repayment period. Gross revenues, expenses, and net revenues are 
calculated, and the net revenues applied against repayment. Interest is calculated on the 
unpaid investment each year. The rate is taken as 3 wee per annum, this being in 
accordance with the minimum rate provided by section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1989 (53 Stat. 1187). (Emphasis supplied.) 

* a e s eo . * 

“(5) In the past, in cases where power revenues have been required both to amortize the 
power investment with 3 percent and to retire a portion of the irrigation investment, it was 
the practice to use a sinking-fund method for determining the annual repayments of the 
power investment. Under this method, the annual installment to cover retirement of the 
power investment and interest was determined in advance by a formula. All actual reve- 
nues in excess of this installment of principal and interest were applied to the irrigation 
costs. It is our conclusion, however, that this method for calculating return is more 
stringent than required by the Reclamation Project Act of 1939. Studies now being made. 
such as on the Columbia Basin project, are proceeding on the premise that all net power 
revenues will be applied first to the power investment. Under such a plan, the interest on 
the power investment is determined each year on the basis of the then remaining balance 
ofthe power investment. Under this plan, the irrigation costs to be repaid from power 
revenues would be paid only after the power revenues had retired the power investment, 
with interest. 

“In no case has the Bureau used the straight-line method of repayment with respect to 
construction costs to be repaid out of power revenues.” (Emphasis supplied.) 

The foregoing statements were based upon a contention, found in my former opinion to 
be without merit, that an element representing interest as a “profit” to be realized by the 
United States must be included in the rate schedules established under subsection 9 (ce) of 
the 1939 act, in addition to elements representing operation and maintenance costs, amorti- 
zation of the power investment, and repayment of the irrigation subsidy. Nothing is to 
be gained, therefore, from their use in argument. 

°* While extensive discussion of the matter appears to have taken place in the Depart 
ment, the only recorded statement which has come to my attention is a memorandum ad 
dressed to the Secretary on June 24, 1939, by my predecessor, Solicitor Margold. After 
stating the language of the sentence as it then appeared with respect to the interest ele 
ment, the Solicitor stated that his attention had been called to the fact that: 

“* * * the three an one-half percent minimum probably will be too high in view of 
contemplated reductions in the interest charges on public-works financing. I understand 
that the three and one-half percent figure was originally fixed by analogy to the rates 
established for Bonneville power. * ° 
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The second paragraph on page 14 of my first opinion stated this conviction as 
follows: J 

“* * * Tt does no violence to common sense to assume that the 3-percent 
interest requirement in subsection 9 (c) was intended to insure minimum rates 
for power in cases where a 40-year amortization plan would otherwise make 
possible rates which would return revenues less than an amount equal to 3 
percent on the power construction costs. /t is to be remembered that the Con- 
gress has been sensitive to the competitive position of Government power projects, 
and it is not unreasonable to assume an intention only to insure power rates 
which, under no circumstances, could be less than those which would return, 
in addition to operation and maintenance costs, an amount equal to 3 percent 
of the construction investmert. In other words, the Congress may well have 
been concerned at this point with a minimum rate schedule rather than an 
enterprise Which would insure a net profit to the Government. The device of 
requiring an interest component in the rate schedule was one method of attain- 
ing this objective.” [Emphasis supplied. ] 

I think that to attempt to inject into the provisions of the 1989 act any sug- 
vestion that the Congress intended that the interest element of the rate schedules 
should be computed on less than the full amount of the power investment so long 
us power is sold would be to do violence not only to the language of the act 
hut also to the obvious policy and intention of the Congress. 

In summary, therefore, it is my opinion that the questions submitted to you 
on May 28, must be answered as follows : 

1 (a). There is no specific statutory requirement with respect to the period 
of time within which power construction costs are to be repaid. There accord- 
ingly may be established a period of time based upon what is generally regarded 
in similar undertakings as a reasonable repayment period, within the useful 
life of the project, taking into consideration the circumstances of each individual 
project. ? 

1 (b). The repayment period for that part of the estimated costs properly 
chargeable to irrigation but beyond the ability of the water users to repay 
(the irrigation subsidy) may be established in the same manner as that estab- 
lished for the repayment of power construction costs. 

2. The estimated power construction investment constituting the base upon 
which the 3 percent interest element in the rate schedule is calculated is not 
subject to diminution in any manner by reason of any revenues being applied, 
under the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment, against that construction investment. 

Respectfully, 
FOWLER HARPER, Solicitor. 

Approved: September 10, 1945. 

Hakro.p L. IcKEs, 
Necretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Bentsen. If the gentleman will yield, | would like a clarifica- 
tion on that very point. 

Mr. Sayvor. Yes. 

Mr. Bentsen. I thought the Secretary said the 3-percent interest 
component on the reimbursable amount would be returned to the 
Treasury. 

Secretary CHapMan. Yes. 

Mr. Sayxor. But in the Columbia River report, House Document 
473, whie h is in the bill, says that the 3-percent interest is to be uged 
for reclamation. Now it can’t be used two places. 

Secretary CHarpmMan. That document never got acted upon. It 
Was never approved by the Congress. 

Mr. Sayuor. You ask in this bill that you have before us to include 
this as a part of this bill, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Cuarman. Is that in there? 


“If you concur * * * that a three-and-one-half-percent minimum interest return 
should not be prescribed for power sales, I believe we might appropriately recommend 
to the committees [of the Congress] the advisability of substituting a standard for fixing 
the interest return on a basis comparable to the rate charged on comparable public-works 
»rojects in the place of the fixed three and one-half percent. * 

The bill as finally enacted provided for the reduced rate of 3 percent. 
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Mr. Newtson. No. 

Secretary CHApMAN. I think there is some confusion on that. It 
is only the engineering features we are talking about. 

Mr. Buper. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania yield to me at 
that point! 

Secretary CHapMan. Let me have Mr. Stinson clarify that state- 
ment for you, Congressman Saylor. 

Mr. Sayvor. This is what the bill says, on page 2, beginning at 
line &: 

The initial phase of the Snake River project shall comprise (a) the Hells 
Canyon division as described in volume 2 of House Document No. 473, Eighty 
first Congress, as modified by the report to the Commissioner of Reclamation, 
approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951. 

Secretary CHuapman. What point in it do you disagree with ? 

Mr. Sayvor. In this report you say that the 3-percent interest will 
not be paid to the Treasury of the United States, but will be used for 
the payment of reclamation benefits. 

Mr. Stinson. If I may answer that, Mr. Saylor, the reference in 
section 1 of this bill to those reports is for the physical description 
of the plant. 1 think that is all its purpose is. The governing law 
with respect to this project comprise the Federal reclamation laws, 
being the act of June 17, 1902, and all acts amendatory thereof and 
supplemental thereto. There is a Solicitor’s opinion interpreting 
those laws. I intend in my statement to cover the status of that 
Solicitor’s opinion in respect to this bill, if you will give me that 
opportunity at that time. 

Mr. Eneie. Not only that, but if you paid the money anywhere, it 
goes to the Treasury. If it is subsequently diverted to reclamation, it 
still goes to the Treasury. Otherwise you might fix somebody for 
fixing a highway out here. 

Mr. Sayvor. Yes. 

Mr. Reppen. The way I interpret that paragraph you just read, it 
refers to the physical condition, not the details of the project, but 
just simply the physical conditions. 

Mr. Sayvor. It doesn’t say so, Mr. Redden. 

Mr. Reppen. I believe it does. 

Secretary CHapMaNn. That is certainly what is intended. 

Mr. Stinson. If the language isn’t clear, let’s make it clear. It is 
the physical plan. 

Mr. Encie. Let’s refer that to the gentleman who will testify later 
in explanation of it. 

Secretary CHapman, That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. Well now, I want to know, Mr. Secretary, whether or 
not vou consider Hells Canyon an integral part of the Columbia 
Valley Authority 4 

Secretary CuapmMan. I do. I think it is a project that ought to be 
developed as part of the Columbia Basin Development. 

Mr. Sartor. And are you in favor of creating a Columbia Valley 
Authority ? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Congressman, in developing 

Mr. Sartor. Answer the question, please, yes or no. 

Secretary CHapman. | am not going to answer it that way because 
you can’t answer it that way. 
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Mr. Sartor. You may answer it yes or no. I asked you whether 
or not you were in favor of creating it; then you can do all the ex- 
plaining you want. 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Chairman, a point of order: I would like to ask 
the Chair if it is in order for the questioning member to elicit from 
the witness his views on things that are not pertaining to this project. 

Mr. Poutson. I would like to say something on that. 

Mr. D’Ewart. A point of order: This bill proposes a Snake River 
account, a small Columbia Valley account, later to be integrated in 
the Columbia River Valley account, I believe is the way I read the bill. 
Therefore, integration of the Snake River account, of which the Hells 
Canyon is a part, certainly makes it pertinent that we should under- 
stand where the Secretary stands in the over-all account for the 
Columbia River Basin. 

Mr. Eneur. Well now, does somebody else want to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Secretary Cuapman. That is quite a different question from what 
he asked. 

Mr. Ener. The Chair will rule on the point of order. The Chair 
thinks it is relevant on a yes or no basis as to whether the Secretary 
stands on the Columbia River Basin, because this may be a precedent 
to some extent for a Columbia River Basin Act. 

The Chair does not think it is relevant to debate here the merits of 
the Columbia River Basin Act, or any act that is not involved in this 
specific legislation, and therefore the Chair will rule that the question 
is relevant on the “yes” or “no” basis, but further questions dealing 
with the merits or lack of merits of the Columbia River Basin Act 
is not relevant. The question can be restated. 

Mr. D'Ewarrt. I would like to reserve the right to appeal from that 
ruling because the Columbia River Basin Act is involved in that 
legislation. 

Mr. Sayvor. I want to join in that request. 

Mr. Enete. It may be in an indirect fashion, but if we undertake 
to try the Columbia Basin Act question here, we are going in a much 
broader field. Perhaps we can come to that a little later. 

Secretary CHApMAN. I am in favor of a Columbia Basin Account. 
That was Congressman D’Ewart’s question. 

Mr. Sayvor. The question is whether or not you are in favor of 
creation of a Columbia Valley 

Secretary CHAPMAN. I am answering Congressman D’Ewart’s 
question. 

Mr. Sayvor. I asked the question. 

Mr. Enews. Let’s have the question read, or would you prefer to 
restate it / 

Mr. Sayvor. I would like a “yes” or “no” answer from the Secretary 
as to whether or not he is in favor of the creation of a Columbia 
Valley Authority. 

Secretary CHapMAN. If you can tell me what kind of authority you 
are talking about, I will answer it. 

Mr. Sayvor. I am talking about 

Mr. Reppen. May I be heard a little further on that point of order? 

Mr. Eneéxe. The point of order has been ruled on and the Chair has 
ruled that the question is relevant on a “yes” or “no” basis, but that 
we can't take this proceeding and turn it over into a trial of the issues 
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on the Columbia River Basin. If we are going to do that, we might 
as well kick this bill out and settle down to that question for the next 
6 weeks. The Chair doesn't want todothat. I don’t think the people 
on the committee want to do it. 

Mr. Saytor. I will specify to the Secretary that I want to know 
whether or not he is in favor of a Columbia Valley Authority of the 
kind he referred to in a speech in Oregon, on or about the 29th day of 
November 1951. 

Secretary CHapMan. I can tell you frankly I am in favor of some 
kind of an authority, but I would want it defined. What kind are you 
talking about ¢ 

Mr. Sayvor. In other words, you favor—you still stand, then, by 
your statement which you made at that time ‘that you are in favor of 
2 Columbia Valley Authority. I think the question is how fast we 

can push it. 

Secretary Cuarpman. Yes, and what kind of an authority will you de- 
velop. You see, those questions will arise in the final integration 
and management of the whole area with the people in the area as to 
what kind of authority they want, as to how best to integrate all these 
Federal projects that are in that area. 

Mr. Sayior. Would you be in favor of one similar to the Tennessee 
Valley Authority ? 

Secretary CHapman. I don’t know. You can’t take the TVA and 
plant it in other physical areas, per se, and say that is the kind of 
authority you should have. They will vary in needs and require- 
ments from area to area. I wouldn’t say that is exactly the kind 
you need. 

Mr. Buper. If the gentleman from Pennsylvania will yield to me. 

Mr. Savor. I will yield for one question. 

Mr. Bunce. Mr. Secretary, I can certainly concur with you in your 
statement that the greatest natural resource left in the Pacific North- 
west is the water in these rivers. You know that the water in the 
Snake River is the very lifeblood of the district which I represent. 
It has been the policy of the Bureau of Reclamation down through 
the years to continue to irrigate the arid land and I am very much 
in favor of continuing to irrigate land in my district and elsewhere 
in the Western States. 

Now, can you tell me very quickly here where you are going to get 
the money to irrigate this 4 million acres of land which you have 
spec ‘ified in your statement ? 

Secretary Cuapman. You have to come to Congress and ask for 
appropriations for money. 

Mr. Buper. How is this bill going to help that irrigation program ? 

Secretary CHapMan. In terms of having money available. As one 
case take this Mountain Home project, proposed ‘for the future some 
day in your State. 

Mr. Buper. The Mountain Home project is not involved in this 
bill? 

Secretary CHarpman. No; but future development. 

Mr. Buper. How does this bill assist in developing the Mountain 
Home project ? 

Secretary Cuapman. I think Mr. Nelson explained that a moment 
ago. 
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Mr. Bupee. You have said the 4 million acres that you are going 
to irrigate can be irrigated if we pass this legislation. That is in 
your statement. Now I would like to know on what you base. that 
statement. How are you going to irrigate the 4 million acres? 

Secretary CHarpmMan. That 4 million acres we are talking about is 
not just on the Snake River, but the whole Columbia Basin. 

Mr. Buper. How does this bill assist that irrigation program? 

Secretary Cuapman. I think Mr. Nelson’s e: xplanation a while ; ago 
shows you one concrete example of how it wis and could assist. it. 

Mr. Buper. Obviously none of the water that will be stored in this 
dam will be used for irrigation, will it / 

Secretary CHapMan. Can it be? 

Mr. Netson. No. 

Mr. Buper. How does this bill assist that irrigation program / 

Secretary CHarpmMan. Maybe I had better let the Commissioner of 
Reclamation answer that when he comes on. 

Mr. Buper. This is your statement that 4 million acres are going 
to be irrigated. 

Secretary CHapmMan. That is right; that is the plan. 

Mr. Buper. I am interested in this: I would like you to tell me how 
you base your 4 million acres. How does this bill help that plan? 

Secretary CHapmMan. I will have to have the Commissioner explain 
that. 

Mr. Sayior. Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask, can you tell me 
how far it is from the Mountain Home area to Hells Canyon ? 

Secretary CHarmMan. I don’t know that mileage. Mr. Nelson, how 
far is that ? 

Mr. Netson. Two hundred miles. 

Secretary Cuarman. Two hundred miles. 

Mr. Sayor. Now, Mr. Secretary, you said that if the project were 
author ized and this power were developed, that it would go into the 
grid which covers that area. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Would you mean to leave in the minds of the com- 
mittee that if power were developed at Oxbow and the other sides 
on the river by any other agency, private or public, that the power 
there created would not also go into the grid for that area? 

Secretary CHapmMan,. No, it probably would go into the grid, but 
you would only put half as mwh in and you “could never develop 
the other part of it, some 600,000 kilowatts would be short of being 
put into the grid if you developed the other plan. 

Mr. Savior. And I would ask you this question: If Hells Canyon 
is authorized to be constructed, will there be any local taxes paid 
to the State of Idaho or Oregon ? 

Secretary CHapMAN. Not on Federal fraps no. 

Mr. Saytor. Will there be any income tax paid by the agency which 
handles this power to the Federal Government if it is built by the 
Federal Government or an agency of the Federal Government ? 

Secretary CHapMan. Of course, no Federal agency pay taxes on 
any property, but to get a full answer to your question, you might 
permit me to put into ‘the record a complete statement of one of the 
projects showing the indirect benefits where taxes, where the tax 
base has been spread because of one of these projects, and show the 
full benefit to the taxpayers. 
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(The statement referred to by the Secretary is as follows:) 


* 


The statement referred to by the Secretary, showing the taxes paid by industry 
attracted by low-cost power, is contained in the testimony of Mr. Dittmer, and 
appears at page 368 of the hearings. 
| ‘ Information on a typical irrigation project, the Tieton division of the Yakima 
project, Washington, constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation at a cost of 
about $314 million, shows that taxable values of about $150,000,000 have been 
created as an indirect result of the project, which transformed raw sagebrush 
desert into productive farms. 

Mr. Sayvor. In other words, do you feel that this committee should 
give any weight to the claims of the State of Idaho and to the State 
of Oregon of the amount of annual tax that they will be deprived of 
by the erection of this dam / 

Secretary CuarmMan. I think you ought to give consideration to it. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you think we should also give consideration to the 
fact that if this dam or a series of dams are erected by anyone other 
than a Government agency, that there will be no expenditure of the 
taxpayers’ money but that there will be a return also of income tax to 
the Government over the next 50 years ¢ 

Secretary CuapMan. And a corresponding decrease of benefits to 
the community and the area and to the rest of the citizens. 

Mr. Sayvor. In other words, what you want us to understand 
that you do not feel that the State or Oregon or the State of Idaho, 
or any other State for that matter, has proper control over the agen- 
cies which govern the public utilities in those States; is that correct / 

Secretary Cuarman. No, that is not in issue. I am not even rais- 
ing that question. I am saying to you this: that if you build the 
five low dams that they have in mind, even though they pay taxes on 
it as a local tax problem, and income tax to the Federal Government 
from it, there will be a far greater tax return going to the State of 
Idaho and to the Federal Government from this dam because of the 
benefits of the increased tax base in that area. I am sure of that. 

Mr. Saywor. Down in southeastern Oregon, I suppose most of it 
would come, would it not ? 

Secretary CHarpmMan. No. For example, let’s look at this. You 
have 1 billion and over 400 million tons of reserves of phosphate in 
Idaho that you can’t develop today and all they are doing is a little 
chemical work with it. They are having difficulty in getting it pro- 
duced. It is needed badly. That would be a big industry for the 
State of Idaho and power for this would be made available for this 
purpose. If you develop that, it would create more tax returns and 
tax base for the State of Idaho than all five of these dams amount to. 

Mr. Sayvor. In other words, you say only through your building it 
can the phosphi ite he developed: is that correct ¢ 

Secretary Cuapman. I think that is probably correct, although I 
think the others could develop it, but they haven't. 

Mr. Saytor. In other words, if the people who are interested would 
buy the power and it goes into the grid from some other agency buying 
it, then you shouldn't F be entitled to claim all the benefits that come. 

I want to know whether or not the Sec retary can tell us of his own 
knowledge that the phosphate companies are going to come in here 
and ask that this bill be supported. 

Secretary Cuarman. I have no idea whether they are going to or 
not. A member of the Idaho Power Board of the company is also 
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trying to develop a little phosphate business out there, but he hasn’t 
been able to get power from his own company to do it yet. 

Mr. Saytor. You don’t know whether or not they will come in here 
and say they are being discriminated against ? 

Secretory Cuapman. I have no idea what they will testify to. I 
haven’t te xed to them. 

Mr. Sayvor. Then this claim that you have made, in your statement 
of the tremendous benefits, when carefully analyzed, just doesn’t all 
belong and will only grow out of the fact if the Bureau itself builds 
that dam ? 

Secretary Cuapman. I told you—— 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, the same benefits might arise if some- 
body else builds the dam ? 

Secretary Cuarpman. Sure. If they will build a $356 million dam 
there, and handle it on the same basis that it is being proposed to be 
handled under the Federal Government, then the benefits would derive 
Just as well under them as anybody else, but they are not going to do 
that. 

Mr. Enete. Does that conclude the gentleman’s examination ? 

Mr. Saywor. No, it hasn’t, and the House is now in session. 

Mr. Reppen. I would like to ask a question, if I may. I am inter- 
ested to know when the application to construct these four dams was 
filed with the FPC. 

Secretary Cuarman. I think only one was actually filed, the Ox 
Bow. I don’t know when the others were filed. 

Mr. Reppen. Do you know when that was filed ? 

Secretary Cuarpman. Three or four years ago, I think. 

Mr. Reppen. Was it after Interior was moving to construct or get 
authorization for construction of this? 

Secretary Cuapman. I don’t think so. I think they have been 
interested in developing Ox Bow for a long time. I don’t remember 
the exact dates on that. 

Mr. Poutson. Did anyone oppose that application ? 

Secretary Cuapman. Yes. I did. 

Mr. Sayvor. I will yield to the gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. D’Ewanrr. I visited Idaho a year or two ago with some officials 
and I visited a phosphate plant which was in operation. Who was 
furnishing power for that? 

Secretary Cuarman. That was Mr. Simplot’s company, and the 
Idaho Power Co. was supplying it, I imagine. I don’t know whether 
they are or whether he has an individual plant. I imagine they are 
supplying it. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. They were getting that phosphate from an Indian 
reservation at that time. In fact, we went out to the reservation 
where it was being mined. 

Secretary Cuapman. I think that is right. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The point is I don’t want the record to show that 
there isn’t any phosphate development at the present time and there 
isn’t power going to that phosphate plant. 

Secretary Cuarman. I said in my earlier statement that there was 
development there, but principally for chemical purposes. It hadn’t 
gone into widespread development for fertilizer purposes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Of course, there is always other development coming 
in. I think the record should show one more point in regard to this 
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phosphate development and that is that Hells Canyon is 400 miles 
away from the phosphate deposits and the time you transmit it over 
there I have no idea what the transmission lines would cost, and I 
have no idea what the line loss would be, but I am sure you will never 
sell it to them for 2 mills without a loss. 

Secretary CHapMAn. I don’t agree. I think you can. 

Mr. D*’Ewarr. Transport it 400 miles and still sell it to them, 
including the line loss and interest on your investment and trans- 
mission lines, and still sell it at 2 mills? 

Secretary CHapMAN. Mr. Dittmer says and they have reported to 
me that they can do it. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I am amazed. 

Secretary CuapmMan. I am, too, but they can do it. 

Mr. Harrison. A point of order: The House is in session. 

Mr. Encie. Just hold that a minute, if you please. You referred 
to two letters. Will you make those available to be inserted ¢ 

Secretary CuarMan. The report of the governors of the States will 
be inserted. 

Mr. Encéir. Without objection, those will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The documents referred to are as follows:) 


The comments of the States of the Columbia River Basin on the separate re- 
port on Hells Canyon project were furnished to the Congress along with the 
report on the Hells Canyon project on October 8, 1951. The documents follow, 
along with the later comments of the States on the comprehensive plan for 
Columbia Basin development which includes Hells Canyon Dam. 


STATE OF IDAHO, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Boise, May 7, 1949. 
Re: Bureau of Reclamation Report, Hells Canyon Project. 
Hon. MicHaert W. Straus, 
Commissioner of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Deak Mr. ComMMISSIONER: On September 10, 1948, I submitted to you my 
comments on your proposed report on Hells Canyon project. In concluding 
my statement, I said: “I do not approve of the Hells Canyon project as here 
presented.” 

Recently I was furnished a copy of the coordinated agreement of the Corps of 
Engineers, Department of the Army, on the Columbia River and tributaries, 
and the Columbia River Basin report of the Department of the Interior. This 
agreement provides that the construction of the Hells Canyon project be as- 
signed to the Bureau of Reclamation when authorized by the Congress. 

On April 26, 1949, I addressed a communication to Maj. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, 
Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army, submitting my official comments 
on the 308 Review Report of the Corps of Engineers on Columbia River and 
tributaries. I included in my comments the following: 

“With especial reference to Idaho's needs, we feel that construction of the 
Scriver Creek and Garden Valley units of the Mountain Home project listed 
in the Hells Canyon * * * report of the United States Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, should precede construction of the proposed Hells Canyon project because 
the irrigation and power features of the Mountain Home project are integrated 
in a manner required for the orderly development of reclamation in Idaho.” 

I now feel that under the coordinated agreement of the Department of the 
Army and the Department of the Interior for the development of the resources 
of the Columbia River and its tributaries, the situation with respect to your 
report on Hells Canyon project has changed materially. My comments in ref- 
erence to the Hells Canyon project should be reviewed and revised to conform 
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more closely with my comments on the 308 Report of the Corps of Engineers 
I, therefore, revise my statement on your Hells Canyon project as follows: 

Idaho's economy is primarily one based upon agriculture, and therein lies our 
best chance for expansion and growth. The potential productiveness of such 
acres as lie within the Mountain Home project area is the best case in point 
in support of a program designed to reclaim desert lands. Should the Hells 
Canyon Dam be built on a priority, then its power potential must be considered 
It is reasonable to expect that some of that power might be turned back into 
Idaho, but we are inclined to think it would largely go to the coast. But if 
the Scriver Creek and Garden Valley units of the Mountain Home project were 
given priority, they would develop needed power and establish revenues there- 
from sufficient to amortize cost of construction and aid in defraying cost of 
providing irrigation to 300,000 acres of our most productive land. 

It is evident, therefore, that construction of the Scriver Creek and Garden 
Valley units of the Mountain Home project of the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation should precede construction of the proposed Hells Canyon project, 
because the irrigation and power features of said Mountain Home project are 
integrated in a manner required for the orderly development of reclamation 
in Idaho. 

Thus viewed, the situation is much more clear than when the Hells Canyon 
project was considered apart from the other plans, and I sincerely trust that 
our views in the matter may merit your concurrence. 

Sincerely, 
C. A. Ropins, Governor. 


STATE OF IDAHO, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Boise, September 10, 1948. 
Hon. MICHAEL W. STRAUS, 
Commissioner of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Mk. COMMISSIONER: Sometime ago I received a report of the Bureau on 
the Hells Canyon project and I've given the matter considerable thought. 
Herewith are my reactions to the proposals therein set forth. 

Idaho's economy is primarily one based upon agriculture and therein lies our 
best chance for expansion and growth. The potential productiveness of such 
acres as lie within the Mountain Home project area is the best case in point 
in support of a program designed to reclaim desert lands. Should the high dam 
herein detailed be built on a priority then its power potential must be con- 
sidered. It is reasonable to expect that some of that power might be turned 
back into Idaho, but we are inclined to think it would largely go to the coast. 
gut if, at considerably less cost, Scriver Creek and Garden Valley units of the 
Mountain Home project were given priority they would develop the power and 
establish the revenues therefrom sufficient to insure completion of the project 
and the addition of about 300,000 acres to our productive area. 

It may be stated as my opinion that we are approaching the point where the 
only job we care to consider is the monumental one like Hells Canyon, 710 
feet high. I cannot escape the belief that the same effort and money directed 
toward smaller diversified projects would be a much more feasible and economi- 
cal use. 

As a flood control measure T can only recall that the Salmon and the Clear- 
water make major contributions to this river well below this dam and that 
Lucky Peak and other contemplated structures above this dam will take care 
of the waters of the upper Snake and the middle area. 

It is therefore evident that I do not approve of the Hells Canyon project as 
-here presented. 

Very sincerely, 
C. A. Ropstns, Governor. 
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STATE OF NEVADA, 

OFFICE OF STATE ENGINEER, 
Carson City, Nev., June 24, 1948. 
Hon. MIcHAEL W. STRAUS, 

Commissioner, United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Srravs: This will acknowledge receipt of three copies of the 
Bureau's report on the Hells Canyon project, Idaho-Oregon. 

This seems to have been a very thoroughly worked out project and one of 
substantial merit. It would appear from our preliminary examination of 
the report that construction of this project by the Bureau would be justified. 

Respectfully yours, 
ALFRED MERRITT SMITH, 
State Engineer. 


STATE OF OREGON, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Salem, August 31, 1948. 
Mr. MICHAEL W. STRAUS, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Srravs: Supplementing my letter of August 25 in which I en- 
closed a report of the State engineer on the report of the Department of the 
Interior on the Hells Canyon project, Idaho and Oregon, I am attaching a pre- 
liminary report on the effect of the proposed dam on the fishery resources of the 
Snake River, as compiled by the Fish Commission of Oregon. 

The memorandum from the State engineer which was submitted on the 25th 
drew attention to the fact that the fish commission report had not been pre- 
sented. Since it has now been filed with me, I am sending it airmail to be at- 
tached to the State engineer's report. 

Very truly yours, 
JoHN H. Hay, Gorernor. 


A PRELIMINARY REPORT ON THE EFFECTS OF THE Proposen Hetits Canyon DAm 
ON THE FISHERIES RESOURCES OF THE SNAKE RIVER 


INTRODUCTION 


lruring 1947 a joint study of the fisheries resources of the Columbia River 
Was inaugurated by the Department of Fisheries and the Oregon Fish Com- 
mission. During the autumn of 1947 cooperation in some of the stream survey 
work was obtained from the Idaho Fish and Game Commission and the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. Data upon which the preliminary report is based was 
obtained from other cooperating agencies. It must be understood that at the 
present time the fisheries agencies do not have the data available by which to 
properly assess the value of the fisheries resources involved, or the knowledge 
necessary to properly plan a program to ameliorate the damages caused by the 
complete elimination of such a tremendous watershed to the anadromous fish 
runs. The fish commission in cooperation with other fisheries agencies will 
continue to study this problem with its available staff and facilities in order 
that the natural resources of the waters of the State of Oregon may be protected 
as completely as possible in face of the major water use program being proposed 


GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 


The Hells Canyon project as proposed by the sponsor is designed for power 
development, flood control, navigation, and recreation. The site of the proposed 
dam is at the upper end of the mile-deep, impassable gorge of the central Snake 
River. Highways and railroads have avoided this area and have taken the course 
up Burnt River and over the Blue Mountains northwestward to the middle 
(olumbia. 
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The reservoir at normal high pool would be approximately 100 miles long, 
extending upstream to within 10 miles of the mouth of the Weiser River. In 
normal years the pool surface elevations would be at or near normal high pool 


levels, but a fluctuation of 237 feet is possible in a critical year. This extreme 
fluctuation would have occurred once between September 1928 and September 
1937, which is the period used by the sponsor in its analysis of the water supply 
in that area. As now proposed, the concrete dam would be 632 feet from stream 
bed to crest. Power installations would be located at the downstream tow. 
It is anticipated that the annual production of firm power would be 3,083 million 


kilowatt-hours. 


TABLE 1.—Engineering features of the proposed Hells Canyon Dam 


| wtawatt Surface Capacity Length of 
—" area (acre- reservoir 
a (acres) feet) (miles) 
Dam crest 2,082 |... 3 
Norma! high pool_- ex , : 2, 077 24, 800 4, 400, 000 100 
Spillway sill ; : inte Geil ae 2,020 ‘is ee Ra 
‘ a sd 1, 706 9, 300 520, 000 


‘Top of dead storage _- 
Stream bed_ _________- 


4 ae 


Records covering the period of 1910 to 1944 at Weiser, Idaho, about 110 miles 

above the proposed dam site, show a maximum discharge of 83,100 second-feet 
in May 1921 and a minimum of 5,100 second-feet in August 1924. These stream 
flows are slightly increased by Powder and Burnt Rivers and Pine Creek, which 
enter the Snake River below Weiser, Idaho. 
_ It is anticipated by the sponsor that during normal years of operation the 
river flow below the dam would be equal to or exceed 8,600 second-feet, but 
during a critical year a minimum flow of 1,600 second-feet is expected to occur. 
Spring runoff would be greatly reduced by storage in the reservoir, and a more 
stabilized flow would be maintained in the river below the dam. 

In 27 vears of record at Weiser, Idaho, average January and July temperatures 
were 25.7° F. and 77.0° F, respectively. The records also indicate a maximum 
temperature of 115° F. and a minimum temperature of minus 28° F. During the 
same period, there was an average growing season of 155 days, with the last 
killing frost in the spring on May 3 and the first in the fall, October 5. Annual 
precipitation averages 11.15 inches. 

Plant life of the impoundment characterizes the upper Sonoran zone east of 
the Cascades. The upper part of the reservoir is located in almost desertlike 
terrain with very sparse vegetation, but, moving downstream, the plant life 
gradually changes to a type approaching the transition zone. In this area brushy 
vegetation occurs in isolated strips and clumps along the stream. The principal 
plant species of this stream bank cover are willow, wild currant, chokecherry, 
dogwood, wild rose, and cocklebur. In the lower portion of the impoundment 
site the terrain becomes gradually more rocky until, near the dam site, there 
is almost no vegetative cover near the river. On the dry hills and canyon slopes 
the dominant plants are bitterbrush, big sagebrush, sumac, bluebunch wheat- 
grass, and downy chess. A few scattered conifers, principally ponderosa pine, 
are found in favorable spots. Severe overgrazing has resulted in soil erosion and 
plant retrogression to the extent that much of the plant understory has been 
destroyed. 

FISHERIES 


Snake River below proposed dam site—From the dam site, approximately 
110 miles below Weiser, Idaho, downstream nearly to Lewiston, Idaho, the 
river flows through a mile-deep box canyon. Most of this section of river is 
inaccessible to fishermen except by boat. Highway or railroad facilities are 
completely lacking, and the terrain through which the river flows is extremely 
precipitous. 

Some sport fishing takes place in the 150 miles of river below Lewiston, Idaho. 
This is largely confined to the areas near the larger towns and at the lower ends 
of several of the tributary streams. Fishing intensity in this section of river 
is not great because the river flows through a 2,000-foot canyon for approxi- 
mately one-half the distance, making access to the stream quite difficult, and 
the water is extremely turbit throughout most of the summer and fall months. 
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Lack of personnel and time prevented an adequate investigation of the existing 
fishery resources of the downstream sections of river. There is reason to 
believe, however, that the entire river below the proposed dam site supports 
excellent populations of resident trout, sturgeon, and salmon. With regard 
to the trout it is definitely known that each year, usually in September just 
before the regular run of anadromous steelhead enters the stream, an excellent 
run of Snake River resident rainbow trout enters the Imnaha River. This 
stream enters the Snake River below the site of the proposed Hells Canyon Dam. 
In all probability runs of these same fish enter most of the other tributary 
streams above and below the dam site. 

The meager information available regarding the sturgeon fishery in the river 
above and below the proposed dam site indicates that an excellent population 
of these fish exists. On numerous occasions fish of tremendous size have been 
caught, and it is reported that at Johnson Bar, between Hells Canyon dam site 
and the Imnaha River, large numbers of very small, immature sturgeon have 
heen seen. This would seem to indicate that some spawning of these fish takes 
place somewhere in the central Snake River area. There is some consideration 
given a theory of fishery biologists that the major recruitment ior the large 
commercial sturgeon fishery is in the middle and upper Snake River. The 
theory advanced is that the young migrate downstream from the Snake River 
spawning and hatching areas. No direct evidence is available to either sub- 
stantiate or reject this hypothesis, but, if it is true, then this area assumes 
much greater importance and value. No monetary value is given the sturgeon 
fishery because of the lack of specific knowledge of the fishery or biology of the 
species. Probably some damage to this resource will result from dams on the 
Snake River. 

Fall chinook salmon probably spawn in the main Snake River below Hells 
Canyon dam site. In the fall of 1947 numerous residents of the area were 
interviewed, and portions of this area were covered on foot, and by boat and 
airplane and by men of the Oregon Fish Commission and the Washington State 
Department of Fisheries. Extremely muddy water hampered observations, and 
only one salmon was seen. Consequently, no estimate could be made oi the 
populations present. Nevertheless, reports of fishermen indicated that spent 
and spawning chinooks have been taken in significant numbers near the mouth 
of the Snake River and at Central Ferry. The preproject value of this area can- 
not now be estimated. ) 

Snake River and tributaries above proposed dam site.—Although a detailed 
field investigation of the resident fish resources of the main river above the dam 
site could not be conducted, there is sufficient evidence to indicate that a signifi- 
cant potential sturgeon and trout fishery does exist. Apparently most of the 
local fishermen prefer to fish the small tributary streams and the nearby lakes 
rather than this section of the main river, which is ordinarily very turbid 
throughout most of the fishing season. 

Powder River, Pine Creek, and Burnt River are the only important tributary 
streams which would be appreciably affected by the backwater of the dam. 
Approximately 7 miles of Powder River, 5 miles of Pine Creek, and 2 miles of 
Burnt River would be flooded at normal operating pool level. Under present 
conditions these lower sections of the tributary streams have no significant 
value as spawning areas for resident trout or anadromous fish, but they do have 
sone value as avenues of travel for the migratory trout of the main river and 
the anadromous steelhead and chinook salmon which utilize the spawning areas 
in the upper reaches. The value of the anadromous fish runs attributable to 
these streams is given below, but additional study is needed before values can 
be given for the runs of Snake River trout which utilize the streams. 

Although the Snake River salmon and steelhead runs have been in danger of 
destruction for many years, management of the fishery has resulted in a marked 
increase in some of the salmon populations in the last decade. In general, how- 
ever, the runs to the tributaries above Hells Canyon are much less than they 
were formerly. The construction of dams and innumerable unscreened irriga- 
tion ditches has taken a heavy toll of populations frequenting the tributaries. 
The fall chinook populations spawning in the main Snake River above Hells 
Canyon dam site have as yet not been seriously affected by dams or diversions. 

During the summer and fall of 1947 personnel of the Oregon Fish Commission 
and the Washington Department of Fisheries conducted an investigation of the 
spring chinook salmon spawning in the trbutary streams above Hells Canyon 
and the fall chinook utilizing the spawning areas of the main Snake River above 
and below the dam site. Some data were also secured regarding the steelhead 
runs in the tributaries. In September, October, and November 1947 the Tdaho 
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Fish and Game Department, the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Oregon Fish 
Commission cooperated in an investigation of the salmon runs of the main 
Snake River above the dam site, the major tributaries from Hells Canyon to 
Swan Falls, and Bruneau River just above the falls. Field observations by 
both groups of investigators were made by trained biologists using planes and 
boats. Results of the combined 1947 field observations above Hells Canyon 
dam site indicate that approximately 18,000 fall chinook salmon spawned in 
the main Snake River, and 2,100 spring chinook salmon and 5,000 steelhead 
trout spawned in the tributary streams. 

In addition to the fish which survived until spawning time it is estimated 
that approximately 196,000 salmon and steelhead trout destined for the same 
spawning areas were taken in the Columbia River fisheries. The fish which 
were caught have an estimated annual value oj $1,450,000. Some 600 steelhead 
trout valued at $18,000 and 300 spring chinooks valned at 510,500 were taken 
in the tributary streams above the dam site by local sportsmen. It is believed 
that a great many more fish were taken by sportsmen than is indicated. Addi- 
tional study of this fishery is necessary before a reasonably accurate value can be 
assigned. It was further revealed that practically all of the main river spawn- 
ing was observed between Swan Falls and the town of Marsing, a distance of 
about 48 miles. Only 10 salmon spawning nests were found between Marsing 
and Hells Canyon and none were observed in the tributaries. With regard to 
the location of the main river spawning in 1947 it should be mentioned that 
records kept at the Oregon State fish hatchery formerly operated at Ontario, 
Oreg., indicate that extensive natural spawning occurred in the main river near 
Ontario, approximately 40 miles downstream from Marsing Bridge. It is pos- 
sible that fish arriving later than the date of the last observations of 1947 
spawned in the lower area. Computations of fall fish escaping past Celilo Falls 
and observations made on the main Columbia and Snake Rivers indicate that 
more than 100,000 fall chinook salmon were not accounted ior. It is considered 
quite possible that a portion of these fish may have spawned in the Snake River 
and were not observed. Additional study is necessary in order that a more ac- 
curate value can be assigned to the anadromous fish. 

Snake River below the proposed impoundment site.—It is believed that the 
river below the dam may be improved for fish, provided the sponsor is able to 
maintain the necessary flows and water temperatures as recommended. The 
sponsor indicates that in a critical year the river flow below the dam may drop 
to 1,600 second-feet. If such a low flow is permitted, there is little doubt that 
the fishery resources, both anadromous and resident, would suffer considerable 
damage. Since information is lacking as to the present status of the sport 
fishery and the extent of present utilization of spawning areas below the dam 
site by the fall chinook salmon, it is not possible at this time to place a value 
on the fishery below Hells Canyon dam site. 


SUMMARY 


The sponsor proposes the construction of Hells Canyon Dam in the upper 
end of the mile-deep gorge of the central Snake River, about 110 miles down- 
stream from the mouth of Weiser River. The project is designed for power, 
flood control, and irrigation. 

The proposed structure would be an arch-type concrete dam, having an over- 
all height of about 682 feet. This imposing edifice would create a reservoir 
approximately 100 miles long at normal pool elevation. 

Present plans for the development of the Hells Canyon project would result 
in the flooding of 983 miles of the main Snake River, 8 miles of Powder River, 
5 miles of Pine Creek, and 2 miles of Burnt River. The dam would completely 
stop all upstream movement of steelhead trout and chinook salmon, and both 
upstream and downstream movement of the resident fishes. 

Based entirely upon very incomplete spawning-ground surveys it is estimated 
that in 1947 the following numbers of anadromous fish spawned above Hells 
Canyon dam site; fall chinook salmon, 18,000; spring chinook salmon, 2,100; 
and steelhead trout, 5,000. In addition to the fish which reached the spawning 
grounds the Columbia River commercial and sport catches and the catch of 
steelhead and chinook salmon in the tributary streams attributable to the 
above-mentioned runs of fish amounted to approximately $1,500,000. 

It is not the intention of this report to infer that the values given for the 
anadromous fish constitute the entire picture of the annual values which should 
be assigned to this fishery resource. In this connection it should be pointed out 
that the fishery agencies which conducted the surveys are of the opinion that 
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the number of fish which reached the spawning grounds was in all probability 
much greater than the numbers reported. 

Although the extent of damage to the sturgeon populations is not known, it 
is believed possible that a very serious loss might result to the Columbia River 
sturgeon fishery resource by any dams which would prevent the free down- 
stream migration of young sturgeon from possible brood stock areas in the 
snake River above the site of the proposed dam. 

Additional study of the fishery problems involved is necessary in order that 
a more adequate consideration of all phases might be presented. A few of the 
more important problems requiring intensive study are: The magnitude of the 
fall run of chinook salmon utilizing the spawning grounds of the main river 
below the dam site; the present utilization of the existing resident trout re- 
sources of the river above and below the dam; the extent of utilization of the 
eXisting sturgeon fishery resource of the river; the probable effects of the dam 
on the normal movement of trout and sturgeon of the river; and the true mag- 
nitude of the chinook salmon and steelhead trout runs utilizing the spawning 
areas above the dam site. 

CONCLUSIONS 


The Hells Canyon project would result in a large loss to the salmon and steel- 
head fishery of the Columbia River. Certain fishery benefits of the project have 
not been evaluated, but these would be insignificant when compared with the 
tremendous loss to anadromous fish resulting from the elimination of spawning 
areas above the dam. 

It is recognized that certain exigencies may arise which necessitate changes 
in the sponsor's plans. It is requested that the Bureau of Reclamation notify 
the tish and game departments of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington of all changes 
in constructional and operational plans for this project in order that the ulti- 
mate effects on fish and wildlife resources may be determined. 

Considerable study is necessary before a plan can be formulated which might 
salvage a portion of the runs of fish affected. 


STATE OF OREGON, EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Salem, August 25, 1948. 
Mr. MicHarn, W. Srraus, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Straus: With further reference to your letter of June 11 in which 
you provided copies of the report of the Department of the Interior on the Hells 
Canyon project, Idaho and Oregon, I am enclosing a statement of the State 
engineer of Oregon which he has submitted at my request. 

I concur with the report and recommendations of Mr. Stricklin as set forth 
in the attachments. 

Very truly yours, 
JouHn H. HAuty, Governor. 


STATE OF OREGON, 
OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER, 
WaTeER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT, 
Salem, August 17, 1948. 


Hon. Jonn HALL, 
Governor of Oregon, Salem, Oreg. 

Dear Governor: Pursuant to your request I have reviewed the report on 
Hells Canyon project, Idaho-Oregon, by R. J. Newell, Director of region No. 1, 
United States Bureau of Reclamation, Michael W. Straus, Commissioner of 
United States Bureau of Reclamation and supporting data therein, dated April 
1, 1948, which report was approved by William E. Warne, Acting Secretary 
of Interior, on June 9, 1948. 

The United States engineers have also prepared a report on this project 
which has not as yet been released. The plan of development by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and United States engineers are substantially the same, the 
fundamental difference being the use of the interest to be paid upon the invest- 
ment in commercial power facilities. If the project is constructed by the War 
Department, under existing laws the interest paid on the investment in Commer- 
cial power facilities would be deposited in the United States Treasury and 
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would be available for the payment of interest upon bonds issued to finance 
the construction. If the project is constructed by the United States Reclama- 
tion Service, under the plans as recommended in the report, the interest paid 
upon the investment in commercial power facilities would be available to assist 
in financing irrigation projects. Also, if the project is constructed by the 
United States Reclamation Service, under present Federal Reclamation laws, 
the interest would be deposited with the United States Treasurer and would be 
credited to the Federal Reclamation Fund. 

The plan of development at Hells Canyon proposed in the report by the 
Department of Interior does in my opinion meet with the requirement of Oregon 
laws in that the proposed plan is well adapted to the development and utilization 
of the water power involved. 

Which Federal agency is to construct the Hells Canyon project is a question 
to be determined by Congress. Also, the use of the interest paid upon invest- 
ments in commercial power facilities to assist in financing reclamation projects 
has received careful consideration by Congress, being one of the controversial 
issues involved in a bill known as the Rockwell bill. 

The use of the-interest to be paid on investment in commercial power facilities 
on a river basin plan has been presented to Congress in the report by the 
Department of the Interior entitled, “Comprehensive Plan for the Development 
of the Water Resources of the Columbia River Basin.” Congress has not taken 
action upon this report. 

Referring to your request that I obtain the views of the State agency exercis- 
ing administration over wildlife, on June 17, 1948, a copy of the Interior 
Department report on the Hells Canyon project was mailed to the State fish 
commission and the views of the commission on this project were requested so 
as to comply with your request. To date no acknowledgment has been received 
from the fish commission. It may be that the commission has filed its report 
with you. 

The Department of the Interior report on the proposed Hells Canyon project 
recognizes upstream use for irrigation, and in the water supply studies it is 
assumed that the future upstream diversion for irrigation will deplete the 
average annual flow by 3,000,000 acre-feet. 

It is recommended that should this project be authorized by Congress, regard- 
less of which Federal agency is to do the construction, the act provides that 
the use of water for irrigation and other beneticial consumptive uses shall be 
prior, as has been provided for in navigation projects in the 1944 Flood Control 
Act (Act of December 22, 1944, 58 Stat. 887). 

It is further recommended that in the act authorizing the Hells Canyon 
project or any other project on lower Snake River, provision be made for 
allocation of a portion of the prospective power revenue for use in assisting 
the financing of irrigation projects and the money credited to the United States 
Reclamation Fund. 

Enclosed herewith is a summary statement containing some of the important 
features of the proposed Hells Canyon development as set forth in the report, 
together with data which has been given consideration by the writer. 
Respectfully submitted. 

Cuas EE. StricKiin, State Engineer. 


Hetits CANYON PrROgEcT, IDAHO-OREGON 


Summary of report on Hells Canyon project, Idaho-Oregon by R. J. Newell, 
Director of region No. 1, United States Bureau of Reclamation, Michael W. 
Straus, Commissioner of United States Bureau of Reclamation and supporting 
data therein dated April 1, 1948, which report was approved by William E. Warne, 
Acting Secretary of Interior on June 9, 1948: 

TYPE OF PROJECT 

The primary purpose directly served by the Hells Canyon development would 
be the production of electrical energy, with some direct benefit to flood control 
and downstream navigation. No irrigation development would be directly con- 
nected with the development. The project is located upon a stream which is 
classified as navigable. 


FLOODS 
Cubic feet 
per second 
ee ere: Ce dino ce ests bawdwuw tee _.. 180, 000 
Probability (10,000 years) -__-__ a eras ee A ee OO IESE 231, 000 


Recommended designed flood ____~- bo RS SES a EN nee eee a _. 300, 000 
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DAM 
rype, concrete arch : ; 
Principal features : Feet 

Elevation, top of dam-__._..........-..._.----------~~------------ 2, O82 
Expected maximum height above deepest ‘point of the foundation_—-_- 742 
Maximum height of dam above stream bed ~~~---~--~--~- iain 128 632 
Maximum thickness of base_.._-.--------------- le Sean es 674 
aise cecehdntnenanteeeeian tetodane Sekar eee mabiewe mane eenis man enmneniel pine 45 
ee nn a me se 1, 740 
Elevation of maximum water surface____---------------- exsinitaiatidecad 2, O77 
Elevation of normal water surface___--_--.------ SE ee cee es 1,475 
Difference between normal water surface in reservoir and river 
ae eee ee SR Sees Se Oi ee 602 
Prospective operating head for power_---~- oil i ad a 2 ale & 400-600 


Spillway: Two inclined tunnels of 50 feet diameter with combined 
capacity of 300,000 cubic feet per second 


Note.—Elevations are mean scale level. 


Material in dam: Cubic yards 
a _.... 6, 200, 000 
Excavation: 

cle s itenddidaiubbiasiannidimiaaae aad 813, 000 
ee a ae Eee Rae _..___ 1,611, 000 
RESERVOIR 


Will impound 4,400,000 acre feet of water at elevation 2,077. 
Maximum drawdown 3,880,000 acre-feet to elevation 1,788. 
Dead storage 520,000 acre-feet. 
Length at normal elevation 2,077: 983 miles to within 11 miles of Weiser, Idaho. 
Area: Approximately 24,000 acres. 
Inundated: A few small settlements the two larger of which, Homestead and 
Robinette, have a combined population of 50 persons. 
1,800 acres of cultivated land. 
10 miles of Union Pacific mainline, and branch line to Robinette. 
3 miles of United States Highway No. 30. 
Roads and highways along Snake River. 
Idaho Power Co. Oxbow plant 600 kilowatt capability. 
Affected: Certain mining properties. 


POWER PLANT 


Initial installation : eight large units and two station units. 

Rated capacity of each of large units: 100,000 kilowatts or 134,000 horsepower. 

Total rated capacity of eight large units: 800,000 kilowatts or 1,072,000 horse- 
power. 

Ultimate capacity : 9,100,000 kilowatt units, with two station units. 

Prime power output—of project : 404,000 kilowatts. 

Additional prime power: 

Normal prime power produced at Hells Canyon obtained by seasonal un- 
balanced storage releases and made prime by combination with secondary 
power from existing and authorized plants: 188,000 kilowatts. 

Increased firm power produced at existing and authorized plants obtained 
by utilization of storage water released from Hells Canyon and by co- 
ordinated operation of Hells Canyon with existing and authorized Federal 
projects as follows: 


Gain from storage releases: Kilowattea 
Lower Snake__ ~~~ fe eS a EE OG EN EC ORES 
MecNary-___--- a a = 36, 000 
a, BA ee ecitihebintoh icemashdemsmmandaster. “a 


Gain from increased streamflow regulation: 
Existing and authorized plants on Columbia River above 
OR ite Tacens.. 2AM tet Ca _..... 40,000 
Total kilowatt prime power average for 50 years 
I cvtitdestmaceiccens te OI 


854, OOO 
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TRANSMISSION SYSTEM 


Number: Two. 
Capacity : 230 kilovolts. 


Territory served: One connecting Hells Canyon with MeNary. The other 


extending from Hells Canyon to Upper Snake Basin. 


COST OF PROJECT (PRICE LEVEL JAN. 1, 1948) 


EE eae a op PT $25, OOO 
RES A EE  ee nceee Soee e eN Ere Aine ee nen ee _... 15, 700, 000 
Road, railroad, and utility relocation___--_-_____- sais detahaninsleadlietctenondl 7, 300, 000 
mecees 2enns Gea falroeds.........................-...... _.... 18, 525, 000 
I li sninnigcncomrmnrainieinenila 6, 000, 000 
Dam, spillway, outlet works_............._.._._... aaa 174, 690, 000 
Power features in and adjacent to dam _—_ - ----_--______- _.. 81, 350, 000 
aR SRT aa a egg UR eR ceria aE ear at 59, 320, 000 
Transmission facilities : 
From Hells Canyon to McNary__---------_--_-_~- $20, 000, 000 
From Hells Canyon to Upper Snake_____--__-___ 100, 000, 000 
Total cost of transmission system___-_~ ee Re Res 120, 000, 000 
Ee ee Nie AE ae ee LT eet 750, 000 
RE ee een ae ere ee ee a Nee? 433, 660, 000 
Nore.—No item for fish and wildlife included in estimate. 
ALLOCATION OF CONSTRUCTION COST 
P . Nonreim- ‘ _ 
urpose | ‘bursable Reimbursable otal 


| 
| 


$410, 709,100 | $410, 709, 100 


Power_. Saco eae _ iietiltdes P= 
Flood control ioe : $6, 072, 200 6, 072, 200 
Navigation. _. : ‘ 7, 693, 200 7, 693, 200 
Recreational. __ A ‘ . 9, 185, 500 9, 185, 500 
Total_. ; 22,950,900 | 410,709,100 | 433, 660, 500 


FINANCIAL OPERATION 


Basis: That the reimbursable cost of $410,709,100 with interest at the rate 
of 3 percent would be paid in a period of 55 years from the time of putting 


into operation the first generation unit. 


That the time of installation for all units is 5 years after the installation 


of the first unit. 
Table showing financial operation for period of 55 years: 





a eae a eee re Sueateiniehies tibesacaiteliietatemntada ae $1, 130, 119, 850 
Operation, maintenance, and overhead_ __--_-_-_- $159, 049, 950 
Provision for replacement._._.................... 115, 251, 610 

ia as ssh lia nly titel eee PLE 274, 301, 560 

Net to apply on debt __-----~-- Pe Te we ee 856, 418, 290 
Construction cost to be paid__-.---_---_----_-__ 410, 709, 100 
Interest on construction cost_.__.__.__--_._..--_... 418, 427, 602 

Total___ 0 Ae Sida ce dins Hed _ = Se a sieeve 829, 136, 702 

Surplus___—- cate iid esti cca iinicahddkasinina ih agrailadasmeees 27, 281, 588 


VALUE PLACED ON POWER 


131,000 kilowatts, one-half of the additional power that can be developed from 
downstream plants constructed or authorized, at $19.50 per kilowatt-year or 


$2,554,500, 
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178,000 kilowatts to be made prime with secondary power from other plants, 
at $24.55 per kilowatt-year or $4,384,630. 
Firm power developed at Hells Canyon to be sold at 4.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. 
Sum of total gross revenue in 55 vears: 
$368, 521, 930 


Downstream power ___-_ — . Fe 
Prime power at Hells Canyon _—---_~- > eS A ali 762. 197. 920 


1, 130, 719, 850 





Cl Saree P 
BENEFITS 


Increase in prime capability of the existing and authorized power plants on 
Columbia and Lower Snake Rivers by Hells Canyon project based on October 
1936 to September 1987, lowest flow of record: 854,000 kilowatts (25 percent of 
capability of 3,401,000 kilowatts without Hells Canyon). 

Annual direct power benefits $20.524,000 made up as follows: Revenue from 
sale of 379,000 kilowatts at 4.4 mills per kilowatt hour, $13,585,000; revenue 
credited to Hells Canyon for sale of other power attributable to Hells Canyon 
project, $6,939,000. 

Navigation benefits: $299,000 annually. 

Flood contro] benefits: $236,000 annually. (Nore.—This estimate was made 
before the present flood. ) 

Recreation benefits : $432,000 annually. 

Annual indirect benefits for 100-vear period: $9,785,000 summarized as 
follows: 

Use of large blocks of power obtained directly used in production of goods 
and services $6,797,000; similar indirect benefits obtained by consumers from 
cooperative agencies and public utilities, $246,000; consumer savings resulting 
from distribution through cooperative agencies, $1,513,000; savings over present 
power costs by consumers obtaining Hells Canyon energy directly, $244,000; 
income derived by utilities in retail distribution of power purchased wholesale 
from Hells Canyon, $985,000. 


Summary of annual benefits: 


Direct power benefits_____~ pi abliaden atic cinema _... $20, 524, 000 
Indirect power benefits__...._._~~~- aaa ean a ee ans 9, 785, OOO 
Flood control benefits___..--_-___ Pa an SER Se Se PtP tect ip St a 236, 000 
Navigation benefits SE a RE eee aE er aa aE ae 299, OOK) 
RE I A es aaa oe ee SE Se SS ee eee 482, 000 
Indirect benefits from project expenditures____________- eorreNee 5, 769, 000 

Total monetary benefits___..---_-_ Se aS oor a 37, 045, 000 


Benefit-cost ratio: $87,045,000 to $17, 838,000 or 2.08: 1. 
POTENTIAL ASSISTANCE TO IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENT 


In-the report it is estimated that the total of the interest payment will be 
$418,427,602. It is proposed to use the prospective interest, together with any 
net revenue from the sale of power at 4.4 mills per kilowatt hour or portion 
thereof, to subsidize irrigation projects. 

There are 12 prospective irrigation projects listed in the report which are to 
receive financial assistance from the interest to be paid upon the investment in 
commercial power facilities of the Hells Canyon project. 

Following is a summary statement as to these: 


. 
Irrigable area (987,000 acres) : 

Increased gross crop income (at 19389-1944 prices) —____- _.. $44, 000, 000 
Cemmtrectizog Cost............... e+ Oe ra a bidiastcaemaaa 4910, OOO, O00 
Annual cost of operation and maintenance ______- eee 
aid by water users in 40 years___..-.....-_-_.-.______._- ~ 92, 000, 000 
Paid from power revenues from power plants constructed as 

ON conan s ccnalalanta shies as: Sl 
Total payment by water users and power revenue____.________ 222, 000, 000 
Sum to be paid from interest paid on Hells Canyon____________ 268, 000, 000 
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OREGON PROJECTS INCLUDED 


Four of the 12 projects included in the report to receive potential assistance 
from the use of the interest component from the Hells Canyon project are located 
in Oregon. These are the Baker, Crooked, Grande Ronde, and Bully Creek 
extensions of the Vale project. 

Following is a brief summary of these four projects: 


Baker project 
Location: In Baker Valley north and adjacent to Baker City, Oreg. 
Works: Multiple-purpose reservoir, improvement of existing irrigation canals 
and drainage works. 
Area: 15,000 acres: 
All of the 15,000 acres are now irrigated with water from Powder River 
being served by privately owned canals. The water supply is not sufficient 
for a full water supply with storage. 





Annual value of increased production___---.-------.------------ $106, 000 
ee ee ee ee nT ee ae 1, 700, 000 
Paid by water users in 40 years.................-..............-=. 1, 000, 000 
Mime tn Tow aE inane edie ten eee 700, 000 


Crooked River project 

Location: Adjacent to Prineville, Crook County, Oreg. 

Works: Multiple-purpose reservoir on Crooked River with a capacity of 79,000 
acre-feet, rehabilitation of Ochoco Dam, pumping plant, irrigation canals 
and drainage works. 

Irrigable area: 


eens. WSGOE BOG. on ew ee acres__ 14, 800 
en een AEA are SIE RE ES SN MRE de a6... 6, 300 
pearance REL eect, aes LE SS ae 21, 100 
——> 

Cost, including rehabilitating the Ochoco Dam___-----_---____-___ $6, 200, 000 
Paid OF water users in 40 years... see 1, 500, 000 
Amount to be paid from other source of revenue________---___ 4, 700, 000 


Grande Ronde project 
Location: Grande Ronde Valley, Union County, Oreg. 
Purpose: Flood control, channel improvement, drainage, and irrigation. 
Works: Multiple-purpose reservoirs on Grande Ronde River and Catherine 
Creek; storage on Indian Creek; channel improvement on Grande Ronde 
River, Catherine Creek, and tributaries; drainage and irrigation works. 
Irrigable area: 


Supplemental water for___________ RA ee. acres__ 16, 000 
New lands now dry farmed to be irrigated__.___________ | 47, 500 
ee ee ee ee Pe eee ee 63, 500 
Annual value of increased production______-----_--._--_- _. $1, 800, 000 
en eee ae ee ae CO ee ee ee ae eee _.. 19, 600, 600 
Payment by water users in 40 years_____________________ 9, 200, 000 
Amount to be paid from other source of revenue_____________ 10, 400, 000 


Bully Creek project 

Location : Malheur County land now in Vale, Oreg., irrigation district. 
k Works: Multiple purpose reservoir on Bully Creek, distribution system for 
5,000 acres of land in Vale project. 


Cost__ Ee RA NEN Ss tS aN eek, Eine: ke ES SRE PRN $1, 500, 000 
Payment by water users in 40 years___________-__________________ 750, 000 
To be paid from other source of revenue_________________ 750, 000 


Notr.—All of the above four projects will doubtless receive some aid for flood-control 
benefits which are nonreimbursable. The amount of flood-control benefits has not as yet 
been determined, 
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UNITED STATES ENGINEERS 


The United States Engineers, Portland district, have for several years been 
making surveys and investigations of the Hells Canyon project, and a report 
on this project has recently been forwarded to Washington, D. C. 


USE OF INTEREST COMPONENT TO ASSIST IRRIGATION PROJECT 


The 1939 Reclamation Project Act provides that costs allocated to commercial 
power are to be repaid with 3-percent interest. 

In 1944 and 1945, the Solicitor of the Department of Interior rendered an 
opinion to the effect that interest collected on investments in commercial power 
features of projects constructed under reclamation law need not be credited 
for use of money, but could be applied in liquidation of costs of reclamation 
features allocated to be repaid from power revenues. 

The Columbia Basin irrigation project in the State of Washington is being 
subsidized by the use of the interest paid upon the commercial power facilities 
of Grand Coulee. 

OBJECTIONS 


Those who oppose the use of the interest paid on commercial power facilities 
in financing reclamation, hold that by using this money to finance irrigation 
the general public of the United States is burdened with providing funds to pay 
the interest upon bonds issued by the United States to provide the funds for 
construction of power features of multiple-purpose projects. 

Some of the people in the West who favor irrigation development under the 
Federal Reclamation Act and appreciate that but very few irrigation projects 
eXist in which the water user can repay the construction cost in 40 years are 
not in favor of the use of the interest component for the reason that it is feared 
the fund from this source will be inadequate and Congress having adopted this 
policy of assisting irrigation projects, would not authorize or appropriate any 
money for use in construction of any project, the cost of which would exceed 
that to be paid by the water users and from interest. 


FAVORING USE OF INTEREST 


Those who favor the plan of using the interest paid on the investment in 
commercial power facilities of projects constructed under the reclamation law, 
take the position that since the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment (act of May 9, 
Ios, 52 Stat. 2O1, 518) now provides that the interest paid upon the investment 
in commercial power facilities shall be covered into the Federal reclamation 
fund, and therefore the general public will not be affected 

Further, they believe that there must be a balanced development, and if 
hydroelectriv power can be developed and marketed at a price which will provide 
funds fer use in assisting irrigation projects, this should be done. 


USE OF INTEREST, EFFECT ON OREGON 


With the exception of the Grande Ronde project where the plan of develop 
ment includes a stnali hydroelectric plant, none of Oregon's projects in the 
(olimbia River Basin include any power, and with the exception of two projects, 
‘The Dalles, west unit and Canby, the cost will exceed the ability of the water 
Users to repay in a period of 40 years; therefore if these projects are to be 
oustructed, some financial ussistanve tust be obtained. There are several 
irrigation projects in Oregon located east of the Cascade Ranze which are not 

thin the Columbia Pasin; therefore these projects would not, under the p'an 
proposed by the Interior Department of using the interest Component on invest- 
Ment in commercial power facilities lo assist in tinancing irrigation, receive an) 
financial assistance, 

Should Congress adopt the plan of crediting the interest component on invest- 
ment in commercial power facilities to a basin fund for use in assisting the financ- 
ing of reclamation project in that basin, instead of creditins this to the reclama- 
tien fund as is now provided under the Hayden-O’Mahoney amendment, there is a 
possibility that revenue collected under the Oi] Lease Act (act February 25, 
N20, ch. 41 Stat. 487) may be credited to the State or region in which the oil and 

| i iat several irrigation projects in Oregon 


cus wells exist. in view of the fact ti 
re located outside of the Columbia Basin drainage, it is recommended that in 
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to the credit of the United States reclamation fund. 
FISH LIFE 


It appears that studies are in progress to evaluate the effect of the proposed 
Hells Canyon project on fish and wildlife but these have not been completed 

It is stated in the report that it has been established that a large number 
of salmon and steelhead trout now spawn in the waters of the Snake River 
above the Hells Canyon Dam site and that in the construction of the dam, the 
spawning area above would be cut off. 

It is stated that with appropriate control of the water released at the Hells 
Canyon Dam the fish habitation below the dam would be greatly improved. 

It is assumed that a satisfactory plan will be developed for the conservation 
of fish life should the Hells Canyon project be developed. 


WATER FOR IRRIGATION 


In the report it is stated that at the present time about 2,600,000 acres of 
lands are irrigated from water diverted from Snake River and its tributaries 
and that preliminary studies indicated that a potential area of 1,113,000 acres 
of new lands and 1,237,000 acres of irrigated lands now having a deficient water 
supply could be fully developed. 

It is assumed in the report that the additional average annual depletion 
occasioned by the use of water for irrigation will be 3,000,000 acre-feet, and the 
power studies are based upon this use. 

While the plan of development of the Hells Canyon project evidently con- 
templated that the use of water for power at Hells Canyon shall be subsequent 
in right to that of irrigation, in order to remove any controversy as to this, it 
is recommended that should this project be authorized by Congress, regardless 
of which Federal agency is to do the construction, the act provide that the use 
of water for irrigation and other beneficial consumption shall be prior, as has 
been provided for in navigation projects in the 1944 Flood Control Act (act of 
December 22, 1944, 58 Stat. 887). 


THE STATE OF UTAH, 
OFFICE O¥ STATE ENGINEER, 
Salt Lake City, June 17, 1948. 
Mr. MIcHAEL W. STrRAvs, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Straus: I received the three copies of the Bureau of Reclamation 
report on Hells Canyon project, Idaho-Oregon. I have read over the major 
part of this report and find it very constructive. 

The State of Utah approves the building of this project and of others like it 
in order that floodwaters may be properly controlled and hydroelectric power 
generated. I believe that such development of all of our river systems is neces- 
sary and should be accomplished at the earliest possible time. 

Yours very truly, 
Ep. H. Watson, State Engineer. 


STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Olympia, July 27, 1948. 
Mr. MIicHAEL W. STRAUS, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of Interior, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. STRAUS: Reference is made to your letter of June 11 which accom- 
panied the three copies of the report of the Department of the Interior on the 
Hells Canyon project, Idaho and Oregon. 

Although the project lies entirely outside the State of Washington, neverthe- 
less its effects, both beneficial and detrimental, will be felt by our citizens. It 
would provide much needed electrical energy for the Pacific Northwest as a 


the authorization act for Hells Canyon or any other project on Snake River 
there be allocated a specific amount or proportion of power revenues for use 
in assisting the financing of irrigation projects and that the money be deposited 
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whole. In addition, the project would provide limited flood control benefits and 
is anticipated to provide some of the more intangible benefits such as navigation 
and recreation. 

The administration of our fisheries resources have advised me that project 
can be expected to have adverse effects upon the runs of migratory fish which 
ascend to, and above, the site of the proposed dam, for spawning purposes. 
In order to offset this damage to one of our most valued resources, the fisheries 
interests ask the following broad program be followed : 

1. The allocation of sufficient funds to determine the extent of runs utilizing 
the area above the dam site. 

2. A study by appropriate agencies to determine the best sites for trapping 
adults reaching the area and the necessary facilities for hatching, rearing, 
and transplanting the young fish. 

3. A study of the main Snake and its important tributaries below the dam site 
to determine the feasibility of transplanting and rehabilitating some of the up- 
river fish. 

4, The fisheries administrators ask that the construction of the lower Snake 
River dams be delayed until Hells Canyon Dam is fully developed. 

It is generally recognized that dams are detrimental to migratory runs of fish 
on the Columbia River and its tributaries. Fishing, in all of its various forms, 
constitutes one of the major industries of the State of Washington. We are, 
therefore, very desirous that damage to these important fish runs caused by this 
project, be held at an absolute minimum, and it is my feeling that this can be 
done by following the recommendations of the fisheries administrators to the 
createst extent possible. 

As Governor of the State of Washington, I am very desirous of seeing the 
complete development of our water resocrces of the Pacific Northwest, not only 
for the economic benefits which this will surely bring to the State of Washing- 
ton, but to its neighboring states as well. We therefore feel that we should 
wholeheartedly support this project, requesting only that the problem of fisheries 


protection be integrated with and considered a part of the project as a whole. 


I wish to compliment the Bureau on the complete and comprehensive reports 
submitted to us on the proposed project. If I as Governor of the State of 
Washington can either personally or through any state agency, assist in the 
furtherance of this project, you may be assured of my wholehearted support. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mon C. WALLGREN, Governor. 


Strate or WyYomIna, 
STATE ENGINEER'S OFFICE, 
Cheyenne, June 21, 1948. 
Mr. MicHAEL W. StRavs, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. Straus: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of June 11, 
148, and three copies of the report of the Department of the Interior on the 
Hells Canyon project Idaho-Oregon. 

At the request of the Governor L. C. Hunt a review of the above-captioned 
report has been made by me and I offer comments as follows: 

If I am correct in my assumption that this reservoir when constructed will 
claim no priority for, or make demand upon water needed upstream ior irriga- 
tion, I offer no objection on the part of Wyoming to the construction of the Hells 
Canyon project. 

Yours very truly, 
L. C. Brsuop, State Engineer. 


P. S.—We are returning three copies furnished Governor Hunt as the three 
furnished this office are all that is needed. I suggest that hereafter you only 
send us one copy of reports on projects located outside the State of Wyoming. 
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STATE oF IDAHO, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Boise, May 26, 1949. 
Hon. MrcHAEL W. STRAUS, 
Commissioner of Reclamation, Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. STRAUS: For reasons beyond my control the Idaho State Fish and 
yame Department did not until this date render its reply commenting on your 
review report dated May 2, 1949, covering the reconciliation of the reports of 
the Bureau and the Corps of Engineers. 

Though the deadline of May 20 has passed, for the record may I report that 
the Idaho Fish and Game Department believes the joint plans outlined in the 
report to be entirely satisiactory, since it leaves the authority to manage wild- 
life in the hands of the several States. 

Sincerely, 
C. A. Rosins, Governor. 


STATE OF IDAHO, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Boise, May 16, 1949. 
Hon. MicHaret W. Srravs, 
Commissioner of Reclamation, Department of the Interior, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Mr. COMMISSIONER: Receipt is acknowledged of the Department’s modi- 
fied comprehensive Columbia Basin report. 

This report represents the sort of cooperative effort on the part of the Bureau 
and the Corps of Engineers which many of us have felt for some time to be not 
only desirable, but necessary. 

I have hitherto expressed to the Chief of Engineers my reaction to their 
Review Report on Columbta River and Tributaries, stressing especially certain 
points which appeared to us paramount. Copy of my letter to him is enclosed 
for your information. 

On May 7 I forwarded to vou a letter bearing directly on the Bureau’s Hells 
Canyon project report and therein made this reservation with respect thereto: 
That careiul consideration be given to giving the Scriver Creek and Garden 
Valley units of the Mountain Home project priority over Hells Canyon, with 
the result that through their power development sufficient revenues would be 
realized to amortize construction and aid in defraying the cost of providing 
irrigation for some 300,000 acres of very productive land. 

It is agreed that the coordinated program is at once comprehensive and con- 
structive in that there is a definite plan of procedure, a definite allocation of 
responsibilities, and general programing such as will harmonize with the activi- 
ties of other agencies operating in the area. As such it has our approval 
with emphasis on the points we have stressed in the letter to General Pick, as 
well as to you. 

We commend the Bureau for this cooperative effort. 

Sincerely, 
C. A. Rostns, Gorernor. 


STATE oF IDAHO, 
OFFIce OF THE GOVERNOR, 
r Boise, April 26, 1949. 
Re: ENGWF. 
Maj. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, 
Chief of Engineers, Department of the Arn, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear GENERAL Pick: There is before me, for my consideration and comments, 
the Review Report on Columbia River and Tributaries by the Corps of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, commonly referred to as the “308 Report.” This is in 
accordance with existing law. | 

This report proposes a program for the development of the natural resources, 
and particularly the water resources, of the Columbia River and its tributaries 
within the United States. There is an immediate and urgent need for the 
development of these resources at a rate that will meet the requirements of our 
rapidly increasing population, 
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The Corps of Engineers is to be commended for the splendid and comprehen- 
sive coverage embodied within the report. The main control plan proposed in 
the report will provide much-needed flood protection to those areas where the 
situation is now critical; it will provide hydroelectric power where the power 
shortage is now acute, particularly in the western part of the region; it will 
provide navigation benefits which are important, and it recommends for authori- 
zation those reclamation projects previously recommended by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

The report recommends for authorization thirteen reclamation projects pre- 
viously recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation, which constitute 7% 
percent of the total reclamation potential of the region. It also recommends 
for authorization power projects which would develop 20 percent of the power 
potential of the region. 

We do not believe that the report makes adequate provision for irrigation 
and reclamation, in view of the great potential, as well as the needs, of the 
region. 

Irrigation and reclamation are of the utmost importance. In fact, the economy 
of all of the upper Columbia Basin States is based primarily upon agriculture 
and stock raising. The irrigated economy of these States depends largely upon 
the consumptive use of water to make arid lands suitable for agriculture. But, 
while irrigation and agriculture are absolutely essential to the economy of the 
upper basin States, we also feel that we cannot have a balanced economy within 
the entire region without adequate agricultural production. Low cost food and 
fiber produced within the region will stimulate industry and be a direct benefit 
to the entire citizenry. Therefore, in order that agricultural production may 
keep pace with our growing population, we must develop our reclamation 
projects concurrently and along with our other water resource development. 
Reclamation by diking and drainage referred to in the report is also considered 
important and should be included in any reclamation development program 
for the region. 

We therefore urge that, in addition to the 13 reclamation projects recom- 
mended for authorization within the report, immediate studies, surveys, and 
investigations be initiated of all the projects now considered irrigable within 
the region, and that these projects be reported upon at an early date and be 
recommended for authorization as they are proven feasible, in order that full 
development of all the irrigation and reclamation projects of the region may 
be constructed concurrently and pro rata with the projects of the review report’s 
main control plan and commensurate with the requirements of the region. 

With especial reference to Idaho’s needs, we feel that construction of the 
Scriver Creek and Garden Valley units of the Mountain Home project listed 
in the Hell’s Canyon and Columbia Basin reports of the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation, should precede construction of the proposed Hell’s Canyon 
project because the irrigation and power features of the Mountain Home project 
are integrated in a manner required for the orderly development of reclama- 
tion in Idaho. 

The Palisades project, already authorized, should be pushed to completion 
at an early date, not only for the early power production but for badly needed 
supplemental water for 600,000 acres of land in the Snake River Valley. 

The suggested plan of “aid to irrigation” from power revenues is commend- 
able. In fact, it is highly important that the authorizing legislation contain 
language that is definite, positive, and clear-cut, to the effect that power rates 
shall be sufficient to pay not only depreciation, upkeep, payments in lieu of 
taxes, and repayment of all proper costs to the Federal Treasury, but, in addi- 
tion thereto, to pay all irrigation and reclamation costs on reclamation projects, 
as they are authorized for construction, which are beyond the ability of the 
water users to repay, excepting those costs which may properly be allocated to 
other nonreimbursable features. The authorizing legislation should contain 
language sufficiently broad to enable a reconsideration of the policy and estab- 
lishment of the new rates from time to time as new irrigation and reclamation 
projects are considered and authorized. 

It is considered fundamental and of the utmost importance that all of the 
waters of the entire Columbia River watershed, including the main Columbia 
River and all of its tributaries, which may ultimately be used for irrigation 
and reclamation, should be forever protected and reserved for that purpose. 
The so-called O’Maboney-Millikin amendments to the 1944 Flood Control Act 
and the 1945 River and Harbor Act protect the right to consumptive use against 
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navigation, but the same protection should be extended. to include protection 
against power development and all other possible uses. Every potential acre 
within the Columbia River Basin which can be irrigated should be included 
and made a part of the Columbia River Basin plan. 

The proposed barge navigation will make the products of our mines, our 
forests, and our farms in the interior of the region available to the populated 
areas and industries of the lower part of the region. This navigation develop- 
ment will benefit the entire basin, enabling the upper areas to dispose of their 
raw products and the lower areas to produce therefrom the finished products 
for consumption and use. We commend the report, as well as the efforts and 
activities of the Corps of Engineers in furthering this most worth-while 
development. 

A small projects program, designed to provide small reservoirs and other 
irrigation and reclamation rehabilitation works, has long been one of the major 
objectives throughout the region and the entire West. Irrigation aid from 
power revenues should be extended to include these small projects, and pro- 
vision should be made that such assistance be also given to the States where 
such work is prosecuted by the States. 

Water which can be used beneficially within the watershed of its origin should 
never be transferred or diverted for use outside of that watershed. This is 
important and fundamental and should be adopted as a Federal policy. The 
same principle should be adopted with respect to power developed within a 
watershed. 

Seasonal power should be made available for irrigation and reclamation pump- 
ing projects wherever feasible. The same power rates, the same rules govern. 
ing procedure, and the same service and assistance should be made available 
to such projects regardless of whether the development is undertaken by one 
of the Columbia Basin States or by a Federal agency. 

States, counties, and local taxing units should be fully reimbursed for any 
loss in taxes of replaced or destroyed public utilities or future loss of any 
realty taxes caused by the flooding of lands by reservoirs. Similarly, serious 
consideration of the sufficiency of severance damage allowances should be given. 

It is considered most important, in order to avoid unnecessary expense, that 
duplicating transmission lines should be avoided. Neither should dong trans- 
mission lines be extended into an area or State unless it can be clearly shown 
that there is now, or will be in the near future, a need for the power in that 
area, or in that State, beyond the ability or willingness of the local systems, 
public or private, to supply and/or transmit. 

All of the Columbia Basin states contribute water to the Columbia River and 
its tributaries, which in turn is used in hydroelectric development and for other 
purposes throughout the region. Eacn of the several States has its own peculiar 
problems and opportunities in resource development, many of which require 
financial assistance. Such financial assistance should be extended from power 
revenues to water resource development projects, as they are proven feasible 
and recommended for authorization, in the various States, within the Columbia 
River Basin. 

The waters of the Columbia River and its tributaries belong to the several 
States. The right of the States to exercise jurisdiction and control over these 
waters should be forever recognized and maintained. Any Federal agency con- 
templating development and use of the waters of any Columbia Basin State 
should be required to comply with the laws of that State relating to the appro- 
priation and use of water. 

There has been previously submitted to me a report by the Secretary of the 
Interior, embedying the plans of the Bureau of Reclamation for the develop- 
ment of certain reclamation projects, as well as other proposed development 
within the region. It is of the utmost importance that the plan of the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the plan herein referred to, by the Army engineers, be 
fully coordinated and submitted to the Congress within the immediate future, 
and the progress thus far made in this task of coordination is highly 
commended. 

The existing construction agencies of the Federal Government, including both 
the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation, have made an outstand- 
ing record in the accomplishment and construction of worth-while projects over 
a long period of years and throughout the entire Nation. These agencies, and 
the other existing agencies of the Federal and State Governments, should be 
entrusted with the responsibility of carrying forward the program for the de- 
velopment of the resources of the Columbia River Basin. 
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summary, therefore, permit the reiteration of these points as being 


- 


In 
paramount: 

1. Orderly development of reclamation through integration of power and 
irrigation features under a single project. 

» Preservation of the language and intent of the O’Mahoney-Millikin amend- 
ments to the Flood Control Act of 1944 and the Rivers and Harbors Act of 
1945 to assure protection to upstream States in the beneficial consumptive use 
of their waters. 

8. Allocation of power revenues to assist in repayment of costs otherwise 
beyond the ability of water users to pay. 

4. Avoidance of unnecessary expenditures for construction of transmission 
and distribution facilities for power where this amounts to duplication. 

5. Development of barge navigation is a material aid to development of the 
resources of the interior. 

6. The adoption of a small irrigation projects program will round out the 
plan of coordination, 

7. Reimbursement of taxing units is both just and necessary. 

s. Cooperation with the States and respect for their rights and established 
usages is requisite. 

9. he present coordination of plans and general agreement between the 
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation is most Commendable, in 
keeping with their traditions and the best evidence of their ability to proceed 
with the orderly development of the basin. 

10. Construction of Scriver Creek 2nd Garden Valley units of the Mountain 
Home project ahead of Hells Canyon project and early completion of the already 
authorized Palisades project, for the reasons already outlined. 

It is sincerely urged that the foregoing be given full consideration in the 
drafting and preparation of authorizing legislation. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Cc. A. Rosins, Governor. 


STATE OF MONTANA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Helena, June 15, 1949. 
Mr. MIcHAEL W. Srravs, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Srravs: In the late fall of 1947, the Bureau of Reclamation sub- 
mitted its report on the development of the Columbia River Basin for review 
and report by the Governor as provided by law. Since that time the Corps of 
Engineers has completed its 308 report on the Columbia River Basin, and the 
Bureau of Reelamation in turn has made modifications in its original report. 
Now I have before me your modified report upon which I wish to offer the 
following comments. 

Both the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers are to be highly 
complimented on the excellent reports which they have prepared—looking 
forward to the full use of the naturai resources of the Columbia Basin as they 
may be applied to the usefulness of man. 

The writer was represented in Washington, D. C., on May 20, 1949, at a hear- 
ing of the Public Works Committee of the House on the Corps of Engineers’ 308 
report. A number of the comments following will be duplications of the com- 
ments submitted at that time. 

The establishment of a basin account, as proposed by the Bureau report, to 
extend financial assistance from power revenues to irrigation development is 
very commendable. Centralization of the financial accounts, in such an over-all 
plan, will greatly facilitate carrying on operations and at the same time reduce 
the overhead cost. 

In the past, Montana has been rather reluctant in placing its stamp of approval 
on any project proposed within the basin until the two Federal agencies could 
agree on unified plans and policies. We are now pleased to note that such an 
agreement has been entered into between the Bureau and the Corps which sets 
forth the area to be developed by each agency and the responsibilities that each 
agency will assume in carrying out the program. This step is very essential 
if development of the basin is to be successful. I cannot too strongly urge that 
Congress now approve the proper legislation to authorize the coordinated reports 
and the agreement entered into by the two agencies. 
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The basic resources of Montana are agriculture and livestock, and therefore, 

our primary interest lies in the full development of all the irrigation possi- 
bilities. In order to keep pace with the growing population, we should develop 
irrigation projects as fast as possible, thus keeping the economics of the terri- 
tory in full balance. For this reason we should like to see all potential irrigs- 
tion projects in the basin, whether or not included in the present plans, consid- 
ered as a part of the basin development. 

The plan of extending subsidies to irrigation development from power revenues 
is very essential if we expect to build very many new irrigation projects in the 
future. We have reached the time when we cannot build many more projects 
and expect the land to repay the full construction cost. This subsidy should 
be made available to all projects within the basin and on the same basis regard- 
less of whether they are built by a Federal or State agency. There are now 
many small projects scattered over the basin which will probably be built 
eventually by State agencies. If so, and when the time comes, they- should be 
accorded the same subsidies if necessary from power revenues as extended to 
the larger projects built by Federal agencies. 

While only about one-fourth of the area of Montana is within the Columbia 
River Basin, it contributes, however, a very substantial part of the water supply 
of the upper Columbia River. Approximately 15,250,000 acre-feet of water 
leaves Montana annually through the Clark Fork River, and 1,200,000 acre-feet 
of the flow of the Kootenai River originates from the Montana drainage area. 
In other words, the State contributes a mean annual flow of nearly 16,500,000 
acre-feet to the Columbia River. While there is some potential irrigation devel- 
opment in western Montana, the consumptive use of water will be only a small 
fraction of the total amount of water available. The greater amount of this 
supply will be used for benefits of the lower States for power and irrigation. 

We, therefore, believe that Montana, as well as some of the other upper basin 
States, should be entitled to recognition of this contribution and be compensated 
therefore by a credit of a part of the net revenues from power, which would be 
in addition to subsidies extended to the construction of new projects. These 
contributions should then be used to further develop the land and water resources 
of the respective States. 

It is very important, and in fact fundamental, that all of the water within the 
State, which will ultimately be used for irrigation, should be forever protected 
and reserved for that purpose. In this connection 1 wish to assert Montana’‘s 
right to the consumptive use of water as set forth in the amendments to the 
1944 Flood Control Act, and the 1945 Rivers and Harbors Act against naviga- 
tion, and furthermore ask that the same protection be extended against the use 
of water for power and/or any other possible uses. The right of the States to 
exercise jurisdiction and control over these waters should be forever recog- 
nized and maintained, and State laws governing the appropriation and use of 

yater should be complied with and respected even though the development is 
being done by some Federal agency. 

In carrying out the construction of projects, we must insist that an equitable 
plan be devised whereby the State, county, and local taxing units be fully reim- 
bursed for any loss in taxes of replaced or destroyed public utilities, or loss of 
any realty taxes caused by flooding of lands for reservoirs. 

In the development of irrigation projects, we believe that some other manner 
of entering into repayment contracts with the farmers should be devised to take 
the place of the present system of organizing an irrigation district and contract- 
ing with the directors of the district. There are cases where it is nearly im- 
possible to organize an irrigation district, especially where supplemental water 
is to be furnished. One of the chief difficulties in such a plan is the varying 
value of the existing water rights which makes it impracticable to spread an 
assessment over the district which is equitable to each and all of the users. 
There are many cases, of course, where this is not true and the irrigation district 
plan can be used. Where an irrigation district cannot be proved and assess- 
ments spread equitably, we would prefer to see a plan inaugurated whereby 
individual contracts with the water users can be entered into providing for the 
sale of water on the unit basis of an acre-foot. 

As to the question of power, we believe that Montana should not be dis- 
criminated against in any manner either in the availability of power or as to 
rates, rules and regulations for domestic, commercial or industrial uses. 

Long transmission lines should not be extended into areas already being served, 
unless it can be shown clearly that there is, or will be in the future, a need for 
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extra power in the area which is beyond the ability or willingness of the local 
systems, public or private, to supply. 

“In Montana we have a State construction agency, known as the State Water 
Conservation Board, which is delegated with full legislative powers to develop 
the land and water resources of this State. Montana is the only one of the 17 
western reclamation States which has a board of this type that is actually 
constructing reclamation projects. The objectives and accomplishments of this 
poard fit in perfectly with the Federal plans of fully developing the Columbia 
River Basin. Therefore, we believe that a project built by the State board 
should be entitled to subsidies out of power revenues in the same way and in the 
same manner as would be extended to the project if it were built by a Federal 
agency. Whenever the State agency constructs pumping projects requiring the 
use of public power, we insist that such agency be given the benefits of the same 
rates, rules and regulations that would be extended to any Federal agency if 
the project was built by a Federal agency. 

At the present time State projects are discriminated against in the matter of 
rates unless there is some Federal money invested in the project. This dis- 
«crimination is unquestionably unfair. Our board has been faced with this 
matter in the development of projects along the Yellowstone River, and the 
discriminatory rules are not confined to the eastern side of the Continental 
Divide. Undoubtedly, the same discrimination exists in other States, but has 
never been brought to their attention on account of the other States not being 
authorized to construct projects with State funds. 

Whenever money is allocated for projects in Montana, which are being built 
primarily for the benefit of the lower States, we insist that only part of the 
expenditure which benefits Montana be charged against the State. If the whole 
cost was allowed to accrue against the credit of Montana—it might at some later 
time put the State in jeopardy when the question arises for further 
appropriations. 

The above suggestions, we believe, are very vital to Montana and pertain per- 
haps to most all of the other upper basin States. Therefore, I strongly urge 
that you give these matters your fullest consideration at the time legislation is 
being passed to authorize the fully coordinated plans, and furthermore, that any 
bureau rules that might be decided upon at a later date take full cognizance of 
these suggestions from Montana. 


Respectfully submitted. 
JoHN W. BonNeER, 


Governor of Montana. 


THE STATE OF NEVADA, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, 
Carson Citu, May 26, 1949. 
Hon. MicHaet W. Srravs, 
Commissioner, United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. StrAvS: This letter conveys to you my full approval, on behalf of the 
State of Nevada, of the Bureau's comprehensive Columbia Basin report as signed 
on April 11, 1949, covering the plans and respective responsibilities of the De- 
partment of the Interior and the Corps of Engineers. 

It shall not be my purpose, or that of the office of the Nevada State engineer 
to discuss any phase or project incorporated in the comprehensive plan. No 
project covered by the report lies in Nevada, and Nevada resources will be only 
slightly affected by the progressive development. We contribute some water 
to the basin from streams originating in northern Nevada, for which we may 
be entitled to compensation. This has been brought before the executive com- 
mittee of the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee, and was by it referred 
to a subcommittee on hydrology, which will work with Nevada's representatives 
to arrive at a disposition of the matter. 

A similar situation (although on a much larger scale) developed on the Colo- 
rado River in 1940 at the time of the congressional hearings preceding the enact- 
ment of the Boulder Canyon Project Adjustment Act, which was met by a 
payment of $500,000 per year to the upper states producing most of the water. 
The revenue to cover this is obtained by sale of power from Boulder Dam. This 
phase of the development program is of very minor importance compared to the 
Whole, because of the limited quantity of water involved, represents about all 
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of the active interest Nevada has in the Columbia River Basin development plan, 
and it has not been sufficiently explored yet to have a place in the report. We 
are working on it, and hope soon to have sufficient information to. enable the 
committee to make a recommendation. 

In expressing my approval of the comprehensive plans as submitted, which 
provide for the integrated progressive construction of greatly needed projects for 
development of natural resources in water, land and power, I wish to strongly 
compliment the Bureau of Reclamation for the fine work it has done and for 
the democratic manner in which it has cooperated with the Columbia Basin 
States and with other Federal agencies. I assure you of my support and co- 
operation ; for the program is in accord with my own views, as well as those of 
the officials of this State who are entrusted with the administration of our 
natural resources. 

I sincerely hope the hearings scheduled to begin very soon before the Public 
Lands and the Public Works Committees in Washington will result in a recom- 
mendation that the integrated comprehensive plan be approved. 

Sincerely yours, 
Vait PrrtTman, Governor. 


STATE OF NEVADA, 
OFFICE OF STATE ENGINEER, 
Carson City, Nev., May 16, 1949. 
Hon. MICHAEL W. STRAUS, 
Commissioner, United States Bureau of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Straus: Replying to your letter of May 16, 1949, with enclosures, 
will say that I am of the opinion that the coordinated reports of the Bureau 
and the Corps of Engineers are a splendid piece of work. They indicate a 
proper cooperation with, and respect of the several States of the Columbia 
River Basin to have a full and proper voice in the administration of their water 
and power resources. I favor a continuance of the program as it has been 
worked out through the medium of the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee. 

I am strongly opposed to the proposed administration of Columbia Basin Af- 
fairs through the medium of a Columbia Valley authority or administration 
as has been proposed by certain bills now pending before Congress. I believe 
that my opinion is the same as that held by the entire State administration of 
Nevada as well as that of all of the Western States embraced by the Columbia 
River Basin. I shall not go into detail in this letter, but if you wish a detailed 
statement of my stand in this matter, for presentation, I will prepare one for you, 

Very truly yours, 
ALFRED Merritt SMITH, 
State Engineer. 


STATE OF OREGON, 
EXEcuTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Salem, June 6, 1949. 
Mr. MicHaAEL W. Straus, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Straus: With further reference to your letter of May 11 concerning 
the modified comprehensive report for the Columbia Basin, I am enclosing the 
comment of Mr.’Charles E. Stricklin, State engineer, who has reviewed the pro- 
posed report of your Bureau. 

I have examined Mr. Stricklin’s statement and I concur in his conclusions and 
in his recommendation that the report as amended be submitted to Congress. 

Very truly yours, 


Dovertas McKay, Governor. 
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STATE OF OREGON, OFFICE OF THE STATE ENGINEER, 
WaTER RESOURCES DEPARTMENT, 
Salem, May 31, 1949. 
Hon. Dove_as McKay, 
Governor of Oregon, Salem, Oreg. 

My Dear GoverNoR MCKAY: The proposed report of the Secretary of the 
Interior on the Columbia River, dated February 1947, as amended by the recom- 
mendations set forth in the letter of Michael Straus, Commissioner, to the 
Secretary of Interior, dated June 3, 1948, and May 2, 1949, and the agreements 
on principals and responsibilities for the comprehensive plan of development 
for the Columbia River Basin, between the Department of the Interior and the 
Department of the Army, dated April 11, 1949, has been reviewed. 

The 1947 report as to the development is divided into two divisions designated 
as the first stage of development and second stage of development. 

The first stage of development included 44 projects which had been authorized 
at that time. 

The second stage included 194 projects, of which 12 were recommended for 
authorization. The remaining 182 projects were to receive additional investi- 
gations before proposals for action recommended. 

The report as amended provides for the construction of 56 projects, of which 
construction work is in progress upon 11, 11 authorized, not including three 
authorized under the Water Conservation and Utilization Act, and 34 recom- 
mended for authorization including the three authorized under the Water Con- 
servation and Utilization Act. 

Of the 56 projects, 24 are to be constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation 
and 36 by the Corps of Engineers. 

Of the 24 projects to be constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation 7 are 
under construction, bids have been received for construction of one (the rehabili- 
tation of the Ochoco Dam, Oreg.) and 7 have been authorized, not including 
three authorized under the Water Conservation and Utilization Act, and 11 new 
projects are recommended for authorization. 

The region-wide repayment plan as set forth in the Interior's 1947 report 
and in the agreement between the Department of the Interior and the Department 
of the Army provides that the revenues obtained from power, marketed at a 
reasonable price, which are in excess of those requirements to return costs 
allocated to power may be used for the repaying reimbursable irrigation con- 
struction costs which are in excess of the amount that water users may reason- 
ably be expected to repay within the maximum repayment period fixed under 
Federal reclamation laws. 

These revenues which include the interest upon the unpaid principal invested 
in commercial power facilities, are to be credited to the basin’s account instead 
of being credited to the Reclamation’s fund account as is now done. 

In Oregon there is only one or two small irrigation projects in which it appears 
the water users can repay the irrigation cost within the time fixed by the Federal 
reclamation laws. Therefore, it appears that the construction of irrigation 
projects under the Federal reclamation laws in this State is contingent upon 
the adoption by Congress of this plan or some modification thereof. It is 
understood that all worthy irrigation projects in Oregon, regardless of their 
location would be eligible for assistance on this basin plan. 

It appears that the agreement between the Department of Interior and the 
Department of Army on principals and responsibilities for the comprehensive 
plan of development for the Columbia River Basin, has removed practically 
all of the controversial matters included in the Department of Interior, 1947 
report, and coordinates the work of these departments. 

In the report of the Bureau of Reclamation as well as the report of the 
Engineers’ Corps on the Hells Canyon project, consideration has been given 
to upstream consumptive use for irrigation and other beneficial uses, and it is 
recommended that the act authorizing this project provides that the use of 
water at this project shall not conflict with any beneficial consumptive use, 
present or future, for domestic, municipal, stockwater, irrigation, mining and 
industrial purposes. 

It is recommended that the report as amended be submitted to Congress. 

Enclosed herewith is a summary statement of the projects in Oregon which 
are included in the lists recommended for authorization. 

Very truly yours, 


CuHaAs. E. STRICKLIN, 
State Engineer. 
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STATE oF UTAH, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Salt Lake City, June 14, 1949. 
MICHAEL W. STRAUS, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear COMMISSIONER: Pursuant to your recent telegram requesting comments 
on your comprehensive report of the Columbia River Basin, I have this day 
returned from a trip to Washington, D. C., and am happy to make the following 
comments : 

The report proposes a water resource development program of the Columbia 
River and its tributaries within the United States. This is in keeping with 
the rapid growth of this area and presents an urgent need for development 
commensurate with expansion. 

The main control plan as proposed by the Corps of Engineers is laudable and 
will provide much-needed flood protection, necessary hydroelectric power and 
navigation benefits. 

As you know, Utah’s contribution to the Columbia Basin watershed is negligible 
and the benefits accrued to our State would be indirect. The Columbia River 
project is commendable and should be of far-reaching effect to the States 
embraced under this watershed. 

The right of the States to execute jurisdiction and control of its waters should 
be recognized and maintained. Any Federal agency contemplating develop- 
ment and use of these waters should be required to comply with the laws of that 
State relating to the appropriation and use of water. 

Utah is in general accord with the report; but Utah is definitely opposed 
to a Columbia Valley Administration Or any such form of authority. 

Respectfully yours, 
J. BRACKEN LEkr, Governor. 


STATE OF UTAH, 
OFFICE OF STATE ENGINEER, 
Salt Lake City, June 8, 1949. 
MIcHAEL W. STRAUs, 
Commissioner, United States Department of Interior, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Straus: Your letter of May 11, 1949, addressed to Hon. Ed. H. 
Watson, State engineer, has come to my attention. You mention therein your 
letter of March 12, 1947, addressed to Mr. Watson. I have before me Mr. 
Watson's reply under date of June 24, 1947, which I interpret completed the 
comments relating to that correspondence. 

Your letter of May 11, 1949, addressed to the Honorable J. Bracken Lee, 
Governor of Utah, has been referred to me for comments and reply. Attached 
thereto is a letter from R. J. Newell, director, region 1, United States Bureau 
of Reclamation, Boise, Idaho, addressed to Gov. J. Bracken Lee, in which he 
assures Governor Lee of his support and assistance. 

It appears that your modified report together with a revised 308 report 
of the United States Army engineers provides generally for a fully coordinated 
plan for the initial development of the water resources of the Columbia River 
Basin. Accordingly and in behalf of Governor Lee, Utah approves the Secre- 
tcary’s modified report and the comprehensive coordinated plan of development 
as now proposed in the Columbia Basin. 

Existing agencies of the Federal and State governments should be entrusted 
with the responsibilities of carrying forward the coordinated program for the 
development of the resources of the Columbia River Basin. 

Utah is definitely opposed to a Columbia Valley Administration as proposed 
by the President and recommended by the Secretary of Interior. 

Respectfully submitted. 





Harowp A. LINKE, 
State Engineer and Interstate Streams Commissioner. 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Olympia, June 2, 1949. 


Hon. MICHAEL W. STRAUS, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear CoMMISSIONER Straus: I have before me for review and comment the 
report dated June 1946, by the Bureau of Reclamation, dealing with the develop- 
ment of the water and other resources of the Columbia River Basin. Also I 
have been advised of subsequent modifications of the report including those 
embodied in the Agreement on Principles and Responsibilities for the Compre- 
hensive Plan of Development of the water resources of the Columbia River Basin 
entered into between the Department of the Interior and the Department of the 
Army in April of this year. 

In general I am in accord with the main control modified plan, for the main 
stem of the Columbia River and its principal tributaries. I so stated in my 
comments on the Corps of Engineers 308 review report addressed to the Chief 
of Engineers. That plan provides for the main control and regulation of the 

vaters of the Columbia River Basin within the United States in the combined 
interest of navigation, flood control, power, irrigation, and other consumptive 
uses. 

The rapid population growth in the Pacific Northwest, particularly in the 
State of Washington, makes early and progressive development of our agricul- 
tural resources an economic necessity. Only by irrigation of our arid and semi- 
arid lands is such expansion possible. The Columbia Basin project will, for 
some years to come, fill our major needs for additional croplands. But it is 
none too early to plan for further development. I am gratified to find that the 
joint recommendations urge immediate authorization of many irrigation proj- 
ects in the basin even though but one, the Kennewick unit of the Yakima project 
is included from the State of Washington (now authorized). I would urge 
that an early and substantial appropriation be sought for the Kennewick unit 
to meet an immediate local need. 

The inventory of irrigation projects for future study and possible development 
contained in the Interior-Army agreement recognizes substantially every po- 
tential irrigation project in Washington which may be supplied with water 
from the Columbia River and its tributaries. We in Washington shall look to 
the Bureau of Reclamation for timely studies and determination of feasibility 
of these projects and the construction of those found worthy. 

I wish especially to point out the necessity for an early study looking toward 
the extension of the Columbia Basin irrigation project beyond its present bounds 
by puinping to higher elevations when required. This is necessary, first, because 
lands bordering the project are marginal and submarginal wheat lands due to 
deficient moisture, and were so recognized prior to the several recent years of 
abnormally high precipitation; second, to replace the more than 150,000 acres to 
be taken out of the project to meet needs of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

In the interest of our largest potential area needing irrigation, the Horse 
Heaven country, I would urge an early study of the Klickitat River water supply 
with a view to future and more beneficial utilization than contemplated by any 
existing plans of the Federal bureaus. 

I am in agreement with the plan for use of power revenues for repayment to 
the Federal Government of that portion of irrigation costs in excess of the water 
users’ ability to pay. I wish to point out a very substantial, if not the major, 
part of the power to be developed in the Columbia River and its major tributaries 
will be derived from sites wholly or partially situated within the borders of 
Washington. We also have, originating within our borders or passing through 
our State, ample water supplies for full irrigation needs. In view of these facts 
our citizens have a right to anticipate and demand fair and generous considera- 
tion for our State in the allocation of both these resources for land development 
by irrigation. 

The establishment and maintenance of power rates that will permit justified 
irrigation development and at the same time attract and foster needed industrial 
expansion is an economic problem requiring Constant and realistic treatment if 
we are to attain a well-balanced economy. 
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We of the West have faith in and highly respect the Bureau of Reclamation 
as a planning and construction agency, and are looking to that experienced 
organization to continue, with our cooperation, the planning and construction 
of major irrigation projects within the State of Washington. 

I believe the recent accord reached by the Bureau and the Corps of Engineers 
will clear the way for a sensible and timely development of our water and land 
resources in the interests of all the major uses. 

Projects capable of alleviating the prevailing power shortage in our region 
and those which are capable of preventing a recurrence of floods such as that 
of 1948 should receive preferential consideration. 

I believe that programs for the conservation and development of such natural 
resources as forests, minerals, game and wildlife, recreation, etc., while impor- 
tant, are in reality extraneous to the heavy construction projects planned and 
built by our two major construction agencies. They are and can continue to be 
adequately handled by existing State and Federal agencies set up for the several 
purposes without interference by or with our major construction projects. 

I am of the belief that hydro power generated in the Columbia River and its 
tributaries is a Pacific Northwest resource and that proper safeguards should be 
provided to the end interests of the people living in the area should be forever 
protected in its distribution and use. Obviously these projects will have a useful 
life beyond the period required for amortization of the Federal expenditure. 
Thereafter they will represent paid-up assets with great earning power. I would 
deem it proper that the several States’ inherent rights be recognized to the extent 
that they be permitted to negotiate for outright ownership of all federally built 
projects after recovery has been made by the United States Treasury of Federal 
expenditures. A formula for Columbia Basin States’ participation in eventual 
unencumbered profit from sale of electric energy produced within the Columbia 
Basin area should be set up at this time. 

Similarly, I deem it important and necessary that the provisions of the Na- 
tional Reclamation Act for transfer to the water users of full ownership and 
Inanagement of irrigation facilities upon completion of repayment of construction 
costs be adhered to. Omission of this provision in contracts between the Bureau 
and irrigation districts, such as those in the Columbia Basin, has been noted with 
misgivings. Continued Federal ownership and management of these facilities 
after completion of repayments is contrary to our American economic system and 
should not be permitted to prevail. 

Sincerely yours, 
Artuur B. LANGLIE, Governor. 


STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT, 
Olympia, May 18, 1949. 
MIcHAe. W. Srravs, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAr Mr. Straus: Owing to the pressure of executive activities it has not 
been possible for Governor Langlie to review the coordinated report submitted 
by your registered mail letter of May 11. The Governor is leaving this evening 
for Washington, D. C., and in his testimony before the Public Works Committee 
of the House of Representatives will probably refer to the coordinated agree- 
ment by the United States Army engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

In a general way the agreement is acceptable to both Governor Langlie and 
myself. However, we ask an extension of time in order to properly review 
the report and make pertinent comments. 

Very sincerely yours, 


J. V. Rogers, Director. 
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STATE OF WYOMING, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Cheyenne, June 13, 1949. 
Hon. MicHAr. W. Srraus, 
Commissioner of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Straus: The enclosed copy of a letter from Lester Bagley, Wyoming 
game and fish commissioner, Commenting on the fish and wildlife values of 
the portion of your Columbia Basin report pertaining to Wyoming, is self- 
explanatory. . 

Please consider this as supplemental to my letter of June 2, 1949, in which 
I offered comments on the same report. 

Cordially yours, 
A. G. CRANE, 
Governor of Wyoming. 


STATE OF WYOMING, 
GAME AND FIsH COMMISSION, 
Cheyenne, June 11, 1949. 
Hon. A. G. CRANE, 
Governor of Wyoming, Cheyenne, Wyo. 

Dear GoverNOoR CRANE: I am transmitting to you the following brief report 
relative to development of the water resources of the Columbia River Basin, 
as requested in a letter dated May 11, 1949, from Michael W. Straus, Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation. 

The proposed impoundment, known as the Crow Creek Upper Valley Reservoir 
project, is located in the Star Valley on tributaries to Salt River. The proposed 
dam is on Crow Creek near the Wyoming-Idaho State line. Since a larger part 
of the impounded area is in Idaho, it is unlikely that Wyoming’s wildlife re- 
sources Will be seriously affected by the proposed development. 

Generally speaking, impoundments of this type for irrigation purposes do not 
contribute to wildlife values, due to the fluctuating shore line and the fact that 
the stream is practically cut off below the dam a large part of the year. How- 
ever, a distance from the proposed dam on Crow Creek to the confluence of 
Crow Creek and Spring Creek is about 2 miles, and this would provide sufficient 
water for wildlife purposes. 

I feel that we should not stand in the way of development which may be very 
beneficial for agricultural purposes, and therefore approve the program. 

Very truly yours, 
Lester BacLey, 
Game and Fish Commissioner. 


STATE OF WYOMING, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Chevenne, June 2, 1949. 
Hon. Micnarr, W. STRAvs, 
Commissioner of Reclamation, 
Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Straus: In accordance with the request contained in your letter 
of May 11, 1949, transmitting a copy of the proposed report of the Secretary 
of the Interior on development of the water resources of the Columbia River 
Basin, I desire to submit the following comments for vour consideration, 

This report and the review report on the Columbia River and tributaries by 
the Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army, propose a fully coordinated 
plan for the initial development of the water resources of the Columbia River 
Basin and we in Wyoming are generally in agreement with the plans proposed. 

I am fully in accord with the comments of Mr. L. C. Bishop, State engineer 
and interstate streams commissioner for Wyoming, as set out in his letter to 
you on May 31, 1949, a copy of which is attached hereto, and ask that these 
receive your careful consideration. 
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With reference to the situation between the States of Idaho and Wyoming 
on the Snake River, it would seem that your department would have the 
authority and in my opinion should require an agreement between the States 
before construction of the Palisades Reservoir is undertaken. 

The people of Wyoming are in favor of this development being carried on 
by the existing Government agencies and are opposed to the creation of a 
“Columbia Valley Administration” as has been proposed and as recommended 
by the Secretary of the Interior. 


Cordially yours, 
A. G. CRANE, 


Governor of Wyoming. 


STATE OF WYOMING, 
STATE ENGINEER'S OFFICE, 
Cheyenne, May 31, 1949. 
Mr. MICHAEL W. STRAUS, 
Commissioner of Reclamation, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Srraus: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of May 11, 
1949, together with four copies of the proposed report of the Secretary of the 
Interior on the Columbia River Basin, and a copy of your letter to Gov. A. G. 
Crane of even date with reference to the same subject in which you request recon- 
sideration of our former comments. 

On May 17, one each of these copies was mailed to Ernest B. Hitchcock of 
Rock Springs, Carl Robinson of Afton, and Clifford Hansen of Jackson, together 
with a letter requesting their comments. 

On May 17, 1949, we wrote Maj. Gen. Lewis A. Pick, Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, Washington, D. C. as follows in commenting on the Columbia 
Basin 308 Review Report by the Corps of Engineers: 


Maj. Gen. Lewts A. Pick, 
Chief of Engineers, Washington, D. C. 

Dear GENERAL Pick: Your letter of April 21, 1949, concerning comments on 
the review report on Columbia River and tributaries by the Corps of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, commonly known as the “308 Report” has been referred 
to me by Goy. A. G. Crane for consideration and comment in accordance with 
established procedure. 

This report proposes a program for the development of the natural resources, 
particularly the water resources, of the Columbia River and its tributaries within 
the United States. There is an urgent need for development of these resources 
at a rate that will meet the requirements of the rapidly increasing population 
of the region. 

The Corps of Engineers is to be commended for the splendid and comprehensive 
coverage embodied in the report. The main control plan proposed will provide 
much needed flood protection to those areas where the situation is now critical; 
it will provide hydroelectric power where the power shortage is now acute 
particularly in the western part of the region; and it will provide navigation 
benefits which are important. 

The report recommends for authorization 13 reclamation projects previously 
recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation, which constitute about 74% percent 
of the total reclamation potential of the region. It also recommends for authori- 
zation power projects which would develop 20 percent of the power potential 
of region. 

The development of irrigation and reclamation is of the utmost importance 
to Wyoming. The economy of all of the upper Columbia Basin States is based 
primarily upon agriculture and stock raising. Therefore, in order that agricul- 
ture production may keep pace with our growing population, we should develop 
our reclamation projects concurrently. 

We therefore urge that, in addition to the 13 reclamation projects recommended 
for authorization within the report, immediate studies, surveys and investiga- 
tions be initiated of all the projects now considered feasible within the region, 
and also that these projects be reported upon an early date and be recommended 
for authorization as they are proven feasible, in order that full development of 
all the irrigation and reclamation projects of the region may be constructed 
concurrently, and commensurate with the requirements of the region. 

; The plan of “aid to irrigation” from power revenues as suggested in the report 
is commendable. We think it is important that the authorizing legislation con- 
tain a definite and clear-cut statement of the effect that power rates shall be 
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sufficient to pay not only depreciation, upkeep, payments in lieu of taxes, and 
repayment of all proper costs to the Federal Treasury, but, in addition thereto, 
to pay irrigation and reclamation costs on reclamation projects, as they are 
authorized for construction, which are beyond the ability of the water users to 
repay, excepting those costs which may properly be allocated to other nonreim- 
bursable features. It would seem that the authorizing legislation should be 
such as to enable a reconsideration of the policy and establishment of new rates 
from time to time as new irrigation and reclamation projects are considered 
and authorized. 

It is of the utmost importance that all of the waters of the entire Columbia 
River watershed, which may ultimately be used for irrigation and reclama- 
tion, should be forever protected and reserved for that purpose. The so-called 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendments to the 1944 Flood Control Act and the 1945 
River and Harbor Act protect the right to consumptive use of water for irriga- 
tion against navigation. The same protection should be extended to protect 
irrigation against power development and all other conflicting uses. 

A small projects program, designed to provide small reservoirs and other ir- 
rigation and reclamation rehabilitation works, has long been one of the major 
objectives throughout the region and the entire West. Irrigation aid from power 
revenues should be extended to include these small projects, and provision 
should be made that assistance be also given to the States where such work 
is prosecuted by the States. 

Seasonal power should be made available for irrigation and reclamation 
pumping projects wherever feasible. The same power rates, the same rules 
governing procedure, and the same service and assistance should be made avail- 
able to such projects regardless of whether the development is undertaken by 
one of the Columbia Basin States or by a Federal agency. States, counties, and 
local taxing units should be fully reimbursed for any loss in taxes of replaced or 
destroyed public utilities or future loss of any realty taxes caused by the flooding 
of lands by reservoirs. 

In order to avoid unnecessary expense, duplicating transmission lines should 
be avoided. Long transmission lines should not be extended into an area unless 
it can be clearly shown that there is, or will be in the near future, a need for the 
power in that area, beyond the ability or willingness of the local systems, public 
or private, to supply. 

Each State in the Columbia Basin contributes water to the Columbia River 
and its tributaries, which is used in hydroelectric development and for other 
purposes throughout the region. Each of the several States has its own peculiar 
problems and opportunities in resource development, many of which require 
financial assistance. Financial assistance should be extended from power reve- 
nues to water resource development projects, as they are proven feasible and 
recommended for authorization in the various States. 

The waters of the Columbia River and its tributaries belong to the several 
States. The State of Wyoming contributes about 5,000,000 acre-feet per year. 
The right of the States to exercise jurisdiction and control over these waters 
should be forever recognized and maintained. Any Federal agency contem- 
plating development and use of the waters of any Columbia Basin State should 
be required to comply with the laws of that State relating to the appropriation 
and use of water. 

A report by the Secretary of the Interior, embodying the plans of the Bureau 
of Reclamation for the development of certain reclamation projects, as well 
as other proposed development within the region has previously been submitted. 
It is important that the coordinated reports of the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the Army Engineers be submitted to the Congress in the immediate future. 

Existing agencies of the Federal and State Governments, should be entrusted 
with the responsibilities of carrying forward the program for the development 
of the resources of the Columbia River Basin. 

Wyoming is particularly interested in the Jackson Hole flood-control project 
and the authorization and completion of this project at the earliest possible 
date is essential in the control of the Snake River through this area. The 
need for flood protection of the area near and above the town of Wilson is 
immediate and urgent to prevent further flood*damage and considerable emer- 
gency work should be done on this project at once. Better regulation of releases 
from Jackson Lake by the Bureau of Reclamation may in the future prevent 
some of the damage. 
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Authorization should be secured and construction started at an early date 
on the Upper Star Valley project as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation. 
This area is very badly in need of a supplemental water supply to stabilize 
the agriculture in this valley. The construction of the proposed Elk Valley, 
Spring Creek, and Crow Creek Reservoirs in connection with the project 
will provide considerable flood control benefits. We urge that construction of 
this project be given an early priority. 

The construction of Palisades Reservoir near the Idaho-Wyoming State line 
in the absence of a compact between the States of Idaho and Wyoming for an 
equitable division of the waters of the Snake River presents a problem which 
we believe should be taken care of before further construction is carried on. 
The construction of this large reservoir just below the Wyoming boundary 
may in the future be construed by the court as perfecting an appropriation 
for all the available water in Snake River and prevent future development in 
Wyoming. We feel that Wyoming must oppose the construction of the Palisades 
Reservoir as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation until an agreement is 
reached between the States of Idaho and Wyoming, which will allocate to each 
State an equitable share of the waters of Snake River and tributaries. 

Respectfully submitted. 

L. C. BisHop, 
State Engineer of Wyoming. 


Since the foregoing pertains to the identical subject matter as your report, 
we offer same as our Comments on your report supplemented by the following 
additional comments. 

It appears that your report, together with the revised 308 Report of the 
United States Army Engineers provides generally for a fully coordinated plan 
for initial development of the water resources of the Columbia River Basin and 
the structure for complete development assuring maximum benefits and minimum 
adverse effects upon the economy of the local areas and industries. Wyoming 
is in agreement generally with the plan, principles, and assumptions outlined 
therein with exceptions as noted. 

We desire at this time to direct your attention to a statement contained 
in our letter of May 20, 1947, supplementary to our letter of April 24, 1547, 
commenting on “preliminary draft” of this same report as follows: 

“Palisades Reservoir as now proposed will flood some Wyoming farm lands, 
and will back the water some 6 miles up the Snake River and a like distance 
up the Salt River. 

“This appears to be the most feasible site for a storage reservoir for irriga- 
tion of Idaho lands. We do not oppose this construction providing the right- 
of-way is settled for’ and a suitable road is built as proposed, and provided 
further that a stipulation is agreed to whereby no demand may be made in 
the future for regulation of appropriations in Wyoming, to provide water to 
fill this basin. 

“We are asking our Senators and Congressmen to secure authorization for a 
compact with Idaho for division of the waters of Snake River and tributaries in 
these two States. 

“During the interim, we believe it will be the duty of our representatives in 
the Congress to insist on protective clauses in all legislation for authorization 
und construction of Palisades Reservoir, or in fact any reservoir to be constructed 
on the Snake River below the Wyoming State line. 

‘Our needs in this basin are small compared with the large amount of water 
we furnish and we believe they should be recognized by all concerned and pro- 
vided for in any plans that are made in the future.” 

To date Wyoming has not been able to negotiate an acceptable agreement with 
Idaho concerning the proposed Palisades Reservoir development in that State. 
We fear that if Palisades Dam is built prior to the proposed Wyoming develop- 
iment that Idaho will contend for and possibly be granted a right to fill this 
reservoir prior to any new development in Wyoming. 

Wyoming furnishes about 5 million acre-feet of water to the Colorado River 
system each year, and we believe we are entitled to a sufficient amount of this 
natural resource to supply our reasonable needs on an equal basis with a new 
Idaho development such as planned under Palisades Reservoir. 

In conclusion, we hereby protest the Palisades Reservoir development with 
every means at our disposal, and will continue to do so until such times as we 
are assured that it will not jeopardize our right to the use of a reasonable and 
equitable share of the waters of Snake River in Wyoming. 
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Also please be advised that Wyoming is definitely opposed to a “Columbia 
Valley Administration” as proposed by the President and recommended by the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Respectfully submitted. 

L. C. BisHop, 
State Engineer and 
Interstate Streams Commissioner. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Secretary, can you return tomorrow morning / 

Secretary Cuapman. Tomorrow is Thursday. I think I can. I 
have a Senate hearing, but I don’t know whether it is tomorrow or 
Friday. I think I can. 

Mr. Enate. I suggest to the gentlemen on this committee that we 
hear the experts who are coming on. A large part of this morning 
has been utilized in the testimony of experts rather than answering 
policy questions by the Secretary, which is his primary function. He 
‘an’t know everything about everything. We have people who have 
come to this hearing from as much as 2,000 miles or more to testify, 
and the Chair is going to put those witnesses on Friday whether 
the departmental witnesses are heard or not. 

Will the clerk please record the time to the minute that has been 
used on direct examination by the proponents of this measure, and 
the time used on cross-examination. 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Chairman, may I make this suggestion? It seems 
to me that we would get along a lot better if we let the Secretary 
off for a while and put up some experts. Most of the questions that 
have been directed to him ought to be to an expert on the particular 
subject. 

mr. Harrison. I move my point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sayvor. I sincerely feel that since Mr. Budge, a member of 
the committee, is from the State of Idaho, that is strictly affected, he 
should have an opportunity to examine the Secretary's testimony. 

Mr. Berry. I have a few questions on policy that I would like 
to ask. 

Mr. Ener. May we come back tomorrow morning with the idea 
of asking the Secretary policy questions and getting to these technical 
witnesses. With that understanding, the committee will stand 
adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Thursday, March 27, 1952.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 27, 1952 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE OF INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RecLaAMATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., the Honorable Clair Engle, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. : 

Mr. Encoie. The subcommittee will be in order for the further 
consideration of H. R. 5743, a bill by Mr. Murdock to authorize the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the initial phase of the 
Snake River reclamation project by the Secretary of the Interior. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. Encie. The Chair desires to call the attention of the com- 
mittee and to note in the record the presence and interest here of the 
distinguished Senator from Idaho, Senator Welker. We are glad 
to have you with us, Senator. I, of course, note the presence of our 
former colleague in the House, the Senator from Idaho, Mr. Dworshak. 

Yesterday, we had the Secretary of the Interior on the stand and 
he testified on direct examination for 15 minutes, and cross-examina- 
tion for 1 hour and 38 minutes. 

I believe we were down to Mr. Saylor who had not completed his 
examination. Gentlemen, may I suggest that in deference to the great 
number of witnesses who are here to testify that the questions directed 
to the Secretary be limited to policy questions directly relevant to 
the statement that he has made so we may get on with these technical 
witnesses. 

Mr. Secretary, will you come forward please ? 

We will be glad to see if we can get you back to your offlee and 
get the technical witnesses on. 

Mr. Encte. Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sayror. I yield at this time to the gentleman from Nebraska, 
Dr. Miller. 

Mr. Miutiter. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as the power situation is 
so important in a picture of irrigation, I was hoping the Secretary, if 
he hasn’t already covered it in his testimony, might in a few words or 
perhaps by an insertion in the record, give the committee a picture of 
the importance of power in development of irrigation projects. 

Now, in Nebraska we are short of power. We have a lot of land 
that can be irrigated but we need more power. I have always been 
under the impression that the development of power is a great help in 
the development of irrigation districts. 
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I realize that is a big assignment for you to yield for, Mr. Saylor. 
If it is possible to have something inserted in the record showing the 
importance of power I would appreciate it very much, Mr. Secretary. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF HON. OSCAR CHAPMAN, SECRETARY OF 
THE INTERIOR 


Secretary CHarMaNn. Congressman, T would like to make this brief 
statement about it. I think it would be more helpful to the committee 
if I would insert a brief statement about the subject into the record, 
which I would be glad to do, but it is obvious, I think, to everyone 
in the West and others who are familiar with this particular type 
of work, that there can be practically no more irrigation or reclama- 
tion work at all without some power facilities to help repay the cost. 

I doubt whether there are any more of any importance unless you 
can have some power revenues to help in repayment. 

Mr. Miuter. It is difficult to per them feasible unless you have 
power revenue along with the irrigation / 

Secretary CuarmMan. That is correct. I don’t think you would 
have any more projects of any importance unless you could help them 
with power revenues. 

Mr. Mitier. Would you want to insert something in the record at 
this point with the permission of the chairman ? 

Secretary Cuapman. I would like to insert a brief statement into 
the record. I don’t have it with me at the moment, but I would like 
to show you other dams that have the same situation, for example, 
as this particular project. I think the question was asked me yester- 
day if this were not a precedent. I wasn’t thinking at the moment 
of which dams they were but I referred to the Hungry Horse as one, 
but there are four or five more. For instance, this committee ap- 
proved and Congress authorized the Eklutna project in Alaska. 
hat has nothing but power. That is all it is, and there are four 
or five more dams of the same nature. 

Mr. Morris. If the gentleman will yield-—— 

Mr. Miuier. May I ask, Mr. Chairman, would it be permissible 
for the Secretary to insert a statement here covering the question 
of power ? 

Mr. Enetr. Without objection, that will be permitted and Mr. 
Secretary, will you deliver a copy to Dr. Miller so he has it on his 
desk and any other members who request it ? 

Secretary CuapmMan. I will have that in the morning for the record. 

(The information appears on p. 115.) 

Mr. Morris. If the gentleman will yield at this point, Mr. Secre- 
tary, would it be satisfactory with the gentleman from Nebraska if 
he includes in his insertion, a statement as to the adequacy of irri- 
gation and power all through the West ? | 

As I understand it, in the hearings on January 31 of this year the 
Bureau of Reclamation made a statement in regard to the adequacy 
or lack of adequacy, insufficiency, of power and irrigation through the 
West, but in order to bring the matter up to date up to this time, I 
would like for him to insert as a part of that statement the entire 
subject matter. 

Secretary Cuarman. I would be glad to put that into this state- 
ment. 
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Mr. Eneix. Without objection, that will be included. 

(The information appears on p. 116.) 

Mr. Sartor. Now, Mr. Secretary, I intended to ask you no further 
questions, but in view of statements that have been made by the other 
two members I would like to ask you to include in that statement, a 
provision or something covering this project and how it fits in with 
the President’s water policy. 

Secretary CuarmMan. I will be glad to. I think that is a very ap- 
propriate statement to be put in as a separate statement. I would 


be glad to do that. 

Mr. Enote. Without objection, it will be included. 

(The information appears on p. 116.) 

Mr. Sayvor. Mr. Secretary, might I say I appreciate your coopera- 
tion yesterday, and after sitting up last night and reading the state- 
ments which other members of your staff will testify to, 1 might say 
to you I have no further questions. 

Secretary CHarpMan. Thank you, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. AsprnaLy. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from Pennsy]- 
yrania yield to me for a question, and a unanimous request, and that 
is, in your statement that you are going to give in the light of the 
request of the gentleman from Nebraska, would it be possible for you 
to set forth your ideas, Mr. Secretary, as to the relative values to 
irrigation that may be obtained from private power installations as 
compared with reclamation power installations and also flood-control 
projects ¢ 

Secretary CuarmMan. I will be glad to include that in the statement 
that Congressman Miller has requested. 

Mr. Enoxe. Without objection, it will be permitted. 

(The information is as follows :) 


IMPORTANCE OF POWER IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF IRRIGATION PROJECTS 


The development of the West is due largely to the development of its water 
resources to supply water for irrigation and for generation of low cost hydro- 
electric power. Even when full development of the water resources of the West 
is attained, there will still be large areas of undeveloped land, for water is 
scarce. Thus, it is essential that full use be made of all water resources through 
multiple-purpose development wherever practicable, as only in this way can 
the full potentialities of the limited water resources of the West be realized. 

From the very beginning of the Federal reclamation program, hydroelectric 
power has played an important part. The earlier power plants were constructed 
primarily to furnish power for project uses, such as for construction purposes or 
for irrigation pumping. An example of the former is the Pilot Butte plant of 
the Bureau of Reclamation on the Riverton project in Wyoming. After serving 
its primary purpose, it has been used to supply energy which has beef sold for 
commercial purposes, primarily for the replacement of high-cost fuel energy. 
Example of plants constructed primarily for project pumping are the Black 
Canyon plant on the Boise project in Idaho, and the Prosser plant on the Yakima 
project in Washington. In addition to supplying pumping power, some of the 
earlier power plants were built to supply power for domestic and commercial 
purposes, such as at the Minidoka Dam on the Snake River in Idaho. Revenues 
from the sale of power at such plants were directed by the Congress to be covered 
into the reclamation fund and placed to the credit of the project in the Town 
Site Act of 1906. Thus almost from the beginning of the Federal reclamation 
program there has been provision for the use of power revenues to assist in 
returning the costs of projects. 

The first major multiple-purpose project which the Burean of Reclamation 
constructed primarily as a power project was the Hoover Dam, authorized by 
the Boulder Canyon Project Act in December 1928, which contemplated the use 
of commercial power revenues to repay the cost of the dam including the part of 
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the cost that would normally have been charged to irrigation. Other major 
multiple-purpose dams, such as the Grand Coulee and Shasta Dams, will, in 
addition to supplying power for project pumping and for some private irrigation 
pumping, generate vast quantities of power for commercial sale, the revenues 
from which will be used to return a large portion of the costs of the irrigation 
works of the project. To give some idea of the magnitude of the repayments by 
power from some of these projects, on the Columbia Basin project, the power 
revenues from Grand Coulee Dam will repay about 72 percent of the costs allo- 
‘ated to irrigation, on the Central Valley project, power revenues will repay 73 
percent of irrigation costs, on the Colorado-Big Thompson project, power rev- 
enues will pay about two-thirds of irrigation costs, and on the Missouri River 
Basin project, with current costs and expected revenues, the power installations 
will pay out about three-fourths of the costs allocated to irrigation. 

It can thus be seen that the importance of power in our reclamation program 
cannot be overestimated. Only through the construction of such projects as 
Hells Canyon Dam and the great Colorado River dams now under consideration, 
in continuation of the established partnership of hydroelectric power and irri- 
gation, can the reclamation program authorized by the Congress in the Federal 
reclamation laws move forward. The Snake River project bill, H. R. 5748, 
would set up the procedures whereby the Congress can from time to time au- 
thorize projects in the Snake River Basin and permit them to share in the 
revenues from the sale of power from the Hells Canyon Dam in the same manner 
as do the projects referred to above. Each such project could be added only 
with specific approval by the Congress. Without such financial assistance from 
power revenues, it is doubtful whether any of the projects which are contem- 
plated for the Snake River Basin could be built under the reclamation laws. 


OTHER DAMS WITHOUT IRRIGATION FEATURES 


A number of other dams have been constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
or are now under construction, solely for power, or with only incidental uses for 
other purposes, and no use for irrigation. Among these are the Davis Dam on 
the lower Colorado River and the Keswick Dam on the Sacramento River; the 
Eklutna project near Anchorage, Alaska, was authorized by the Congress for the 
single purpose of power generation. Most strikingly parallel to Hells Canyon 
is the Hungry Horse project, now under construction in western Montana, which 
was authorized by the Congress for power production and other beneficial uses, 
with provision that irrigation works could be added at a later date if found 
feasible by the Secretary of the Interior, much in the same manner that the 
Congress would, in passing H. R. 5743, reserve the right to add irrigation divi- 
sions to the Snake River project at a later date. 


ADEQUACY OF IRRIGATION AND Power ALL THROUGH THE WEST 


Each year the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs holds hearings 
of a general nature on the reclamation program to bring out the need for irri- 
gation and power in the West. Most recent of these hearings was on January 
31, 1952, and has been published under the title, “A Report and Discussion of 
the Reclamation Program,” serial No. 8. In 1951, the hearings of February 
12 and 14 were published as “General Study of Irrigation and Reclamation 
Problems,” serial No. 1, by the committee. At these hearings, particularly the 
latter, the Bureau of Reclamation and other witnesses brought out the needs 
of the West for irrigation and power to help sustain its rapidly increasing popu- 
lation and indicated the importance of western water resource development to 
the welfare of the whole Nation. As these hearings are available to the mem- 
bers of the committee, the information contained therein will not be repeated 
here, except to say that the primary need in the Pacific Northwest and in other 
portions of the West at this time is for low cost hydroelectric power for industry 
which is stimulated by the Nation’s defense needs. As the West continues to 
grow, more irrigated land will be needed to sustain the increased population. 
Hydroelectric power and irrigation must continue to be developed ‘together to 
meet these needs. 


RELATIONSHIP OF HELLS CANYON TO THE PRESIDENT’S WATER PoLicy 


The President's views on this project and its relationship to his water resources 
program are set out in Budget Director Lawton’s letter of August 15, 1951, which 
is printed on page 12 of these hearings. The President’s 1953 budget message, 
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transmitted to the Congress on January 21, 1952, included provision for funds to 
initiate the Hells Canyon project as soon as it is authorized. The water resources 
portion of the message contained the following statement : 

“Only a limited number of new starts for these [land and water resources | 
programs are recommended in this budget. They are restricted to urgently 
needed power projects in critical shortage areas, flood-control projects in the 
Kansas-Missouri area, and emergency rehabilitation work which cannot be 
deferred. 

“* * * Tn order to further expand our power potential, four new river 
development projects are recommended for initiation in fiscal year 1953. These 
are the St. Lawrence project, Hells Canyon power project and Ice Harbor lock 
and dam on the Snake River, and the Hartwell Reservoir in South Carolina, 

“The lee Harbor and Hartwell projects are authorized, but the St. Lawrence 
development and Hells Canyon power project require authorization by the Con- 
gress. I aguin urge the Congress to authorize these two projects without delay. 
The $37 million recommended for the four projects would permit the starting of 
construction on these important developments.” 

The President's 1953 budget included the following under the heading “Pro- 
posed for later transmission” : 

“Construction and rehabilitation, Bureau of Reclamation (under proposed 
legislation, 1953). It is proposed to initiate construction of the Hells Canyon 
project, [!aho-Oregon, in fiscal year 1953 when authorized. This project is 
required to aid in relieving the power shortage in the Pacific Northwest. An 
amount of $8,000,000, is included in the budget as an estimated 1955 supplemental 
appropriation.” 

The President’s Water Resources Policy Commission in its report to the 
President of December 11, 1950, recommended that : 

“Full development of the Nation’s undeveloped water power resources, as an 
integral part of comprehensive basin programs, should be considered a major 
Federal responsibility, to be exercised in such a way as to assure ample supplies 
of hydroelectric energy well in advance of expanding regional and national 
needs.” 

With reference to the Columbia River Basin, the President's Commission 
stated that: 

“In a larger sense the successful completion of the Columbia Basin program 
depends upon enlightened statesmanship on the part of Congress in setting the 
guidelines for future action and in regulating the speed of undertaking the sepa- 
rate parts. Unless discerning and firm guidance is given in those respects, the 
great program of works which ultimately will stand in concrete, in ditches, in 
vegetated slopes, in power transmission towers across the basin, will fall short of 
contributing in the right degree and at the right time to the national welfare.” 

Specitically, the Commission states: 

“Major dams such as the Chief Joseph, Albeni Falls, Hungry Horse, and Hells 
Canyon projects should be completed as soon as practicable.” 


RELATIVE VALUES TO IRRIGATION AND FLOop CONTROL FROM PRIVATE POWER 
INSTALLATIONS AS COMPARED WITH RECLAMATION DEVELOPMENTS 


The values of multiple-purpose reclamation developments to irrigation and to 
flood control greatly exceed those obtainable through private power develop 
ments. Values to these purposes of any power development depend upon (1) 
the amount and cost of power provided which may be needed for irrigation 
pumping purposes, (2) the financial assistance in the return of irrigation con- 
struction costs which can be made available from power revenues, and (3) the 
amount of storage space which can be provided for flood-control purposes. Nor- 
mally, private power developments can contribute only in the first respect, and 
then less effectively than reclamation power developments, whereas multiple- 
purpose reclamation developments contribute to all three. 

Private power developments have done much throughout the West, including 
the Snake River Basin of Idaho, in providing a source of power for irrigation 
pumping. The cost of power from private developments, however, is too high 
in some instances to meet irrigation needs. Power at rates lower than those 
available from private developments will be requisite for the higher lifts of many 
future developments, including several in the Snake River Basin. To cite an 
existing example in another part of the Columbia River Basin, without the low 
‘ates available from the power plants at Grand Coulee Dam, it would not be 
possible to lift water 280 feet from the reservoir to serve the million-acre Colum- 
bia Basin project. 
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As regards financial assistance in the return of irrigation costs which are 
beyond the ability of water users to repay, there is none when private power 
installations are made, in contrast to the assistance of up to 75 percent of irriga- 
tion costs cited in the first part of this statement. The need for this type of as- 
sistance for future projects in the Snake River Basin is portrayed in the state- 
ment of Regional Counsel Howard R. Stinson, of the Bureau of Reclamation, pre- 
pared for these hearings. It appears that none of the future projects in the 
Snake River Basin will be possible under the Federal reclamation laws, unless 
they have power installations in connection with the irrigation. 

Private power developments customarily have little, if any, flood-control value 
as compared with publicly developed projects, as they do not have sufficient stor- 
age capacity. The run-of-river plants with which Hells Canyon is being com- 
pared would have no flood-control benefits, as they would contain insufficient 
volume of storage to hold more than a small portion of any major flood. It is 
even possible that some of these small earth and rock fill dams might create a 
flood hazard should a major flood strike, which would overtop them as the pri- 
vate power companies do not customarily design their structures with as high 
safety factor as do the Federal agencies. 

Mr. Enate. Mr. Yorty, you are recognized. 

Mr. Yorry. Mr. Secretary, I am one of those who hasn’t made up 
his mind on this project yet so what I am asking you is entirely to 
get facts. 

As I understand this, being very frank about it, it at least partially 
involves a fight, public versus private power, is that correct ? 

Secretary CuapmMan. That is correct. 

Mr. Yorry. I am impressed by the fact that the representatives 
from the area most directly involved seem to be against it. 

Mr. Sayvor. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from California—— 

Mr. Yorry. I haven’t yielded. 

Mr. Sartor. I am raising a point of order. 

I would like to have the reporter read the initial statement of the 

ae ‘ - : 
gentleman from California because I believe that he might have 
impugned the motive of some of the members of this committee other 
than himself. I would like to have that statement read. 

Mr. Yortry. Read it back because it isn’t a fact. 

(Question read as follows:) 

Mr. Yorry. Mr. Secretary, I am one of those who hasn't made up his mind 
on this project yet so what I am asking you is entirely to get facts. 

As I understand this, being very frank about it, it at least partially involves 
a fight, public versus private power, is that correct? 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of order that I think 
the gentleman from California has insinuated that other members 
of the committee by their questions might have already made up their 
minds with regard to this project. I resent the insinuation. 

Mr. Ener. The Chair is prepared to rule that the question is not 
out of order. As far as the Chair knows, there is nothing illegal or 
criminal or that would reflect on the integrity of anybody if they 
did support a private power organization. Many people do it. The 
Chair does not sustain the point of order. 

Mr. Secretary, have you answered the question ? 

Mr. Poutson. I would like to make a statement that the irrigation 
factor enters into this. 

Mr. Ener. The gentleman has not yielded. 

Mr. Yorry. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know why anybody should be 
so touchy about a simple question about that. I have communications 
from the public power groups in the area who say they are for it 
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and it is my understanding that there is no secret about the fact 
that the Idaho Power Co. is against it. I don’t see anything wrong 
in anybody being for or against it. I am simply trying to get the 
facts. 

Secretary Cuapman. I have answered the question. 

Mr. Enate. Let’s let the witness proceed. 

Mr. Yortry. Now, as I started to say, Mr. Secretary, I lend con- 
siderable weight to the fact that the people from the area are against 
it, or seem to be, and since I believe in representatrve government, I 
am wondering just how far the Federal Government 1s justified in 
going in trying to promote this poaet if the people there them- 
selves do not want it. How does the Secretary feel about that ? 

Secretary CHarMan. Let’s take it this way. In the first place, all 
of the people are not against the project. There is divided opinion 
in Idaho as well as other States about whether it should or should 
not be built but when you have a responsibility, as I have in this par- 
ticular case here, not only as Secretary of the Interior, but for the 
administration of some of these defense agencies and having to look 
for more power for development, it is obvious I will turn to the most 
logical place to try to get the largest amount of power for future 
development and therefore, this one has been under discussion for a 
long time and we wanted to present it for consideration to the Con- 
gress, for the Congress to look at it and discuss it. 

I assumed that was the purpose of these hearings, to get a chance 
to discuss this and put it before you. 

Mr. Yorry. Which does the Secretary feel is the most important, 
to get the dam built and get the maximum power available or to have 
the power either in public or private hands? 

Secretary CHarman. I think it is more important to get the full 
potential development of the Snake River development. 

Mr. Yorry. Has any effort been made to compromise the position 
of the opposing parties so as to get the dam constructed without hav- 
ing the whole project held up in a fight over public versus private 
power ¢ 

Secretary CHapman. Yes. We have had conferences with the offi- 
cials of the Idaho Power Co. We have had several conferences in 
my office about it. We have tried to see if we could work out some 
amicable agreement to proceed with this project. 

Mr. Yorry. Has there been any spirit of compromise between the 
Department of the Interior and these people who are opposed to the 
project ? 

Secretary Cuapman. I think there was some. I think they met in 
good faith with us and we met with them in good faith to try to work 
it out, but in the final analysis suggestions made by one party to an- 
other were not accepted. 

Mr. Yorry. Is the Department of the Interior’s position based upon 
a feeling that all power developed at public expense should be handled 
publicly, clear to the ultimate consumer / 

Secretary Cuapman. It is my feeling that all power developed by 
the taxpayers’ money ought to be handled in accordance with the law 
that directs the construction of the program, and the law that guides 
the whole reclamation program. It ought to be handled under that 
policy of that law. 
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Mr. Yorry. You wouldn’t take a position then in reference to this 
law if it were amended to allow the power to be sold and distributed 
through private companies? 

Secretary CHapmMan. Yes. I would oppose that. I don’t think it is 
proper. 

Mr. Buper. Will the gentleman yield to me for one question there? 

Mr. Yorry. Certainly. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Secretary, I understood you to state yesterday 
that you were already selling to private power companies power for 2 
mills, and at the same time you were charging the PUD’s some 3.6 mills, 
if I remember your testimony. 

Secretary Cuarman. If I remember correctly, I never mentioned 
PUD’s. 

Mr. Buper. You mentioned REA’s. 

Secretary Cuapman. I don’t think I said PUD’s. I mentioned 
REA’s. In any event, Mr. Dittmer will explain the rate structure on 
all of these. We sell power to private companies. Don’t get me 
wrong. 

Mr. Buper. That is the only point I wanted to make. 

Secretary Cuapman. We do sell power to private companies, but 
we have to conform to the law which gives preference to public bodies. 
That is the law which governs our established policy. 

Mr. Yorry. If it appeared necessary in order to get this dam au- 
thorized by Congress, to amend the bill so that this power would be 
sold to private companies for distribution with perhaps the usual 
preference clause there are other available customers, would the De- 
partment then oppose construction of the dam ? 

Secretary CHapmMan. Well, I would regret to see Congress change 
that preference customer law. 

Mr. Yorry. I excepted that. 

Mr. Reppen. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Yorry. Certainly. 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Secretary, I am one of those who can say that he 
has not made up his mind about this legislation. I am ordinarily 
against public power where private power can do the job. That is 
one of my philosophies, and has been all of my public life. 

I believe there are times that private power can’t do the job and 
hasn’t done it and for that reason it has been necessary for the Gov- 
ernment to take some action. Whether this is one of those times 
I do not know, but I do know that the population is increasing in 
this country considerably and particularly in that section of the 
country. The West is enjoying one of the greatest increases in popu- 
lation in its history. 

As a matter of fact, California, I believe, is claiming about 7 or 8 
new Congressmen and I hope all of them are Democrats and they can 
come here and vote for legislation that they think is best for that 
western section, but one thing that disturbs me about this is the fact 
that all members of the delegation from Idaho are opposed to this 
legislation. 

So far as I am concerned, not knowing about it, that has a big in- 
fluence on me, when the members of the delegation, regardless of 
their political faith, say that a project ought not to be approved by 
Congress; I can’t help, being a Member of Congress myself, having 
great sympathy with their attitude about it because I feel that they 
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are elected to represent their people and that their views ought to be 
seriously considered. I don’t mean they ought to be followed just for 
that reason but they ought to be seriously considered. The thing I 
want to ask of you is, do you feel that this power is necessary because 
of the great increase in population out there, and the increase natu- 
rally that follows in agriculture ? 

Do you feel that this power is necessary to give the people out there 
the electricity that they need for production of their agriculture and 
fertilizer and various other things that go along with the demands in 
that great increase in population ? 

Secretary Cuapman. I do, Congressman, because one of the im- 

_portant factors which makes this project desirable is the fact that 
you have so close to you there, between 350 and 400 miles from the 
dam site, the largest phosphate bed in America that is relatively un- 
developed. You have more than a million tons of reserves of phos- 
phate. There has been some development but it is very small com- 
pared with the potential of it, and the principal reason is they cannot 
get power at a cheap enough rate to develop it / 

I am not criticizing the Idaho Power Co. because they don’t sell 
their power cheaper. T think it is a business proposition and I doubt 
whether they can, but the fact still remains if this project could be 
developed, those of us who advocate it feel very definitely that it would 
be of a general benefit to all of the economic factors involved in the 
area, agriculture and business, and especially the phosphate develop- 
ment. We feel Hells Canyon would add tremendously to it. As I 
stated yesterday, Congressman, although I don’t remember whether 
you were in the room at the time, the difference between the proposed 
plan of the company and this plan is that if they built the full po- 
tential of those five dams that they have in mind, they still would be 
something more than 500,000 kilowatts of power short of what Hells 
Canyon could develop. Again, I want to say, this is not a precedent 
for building just a power dam. We have done it before. 

Mr. Reppven. Let me ask you one other question, 

How do you propose to get the testimony of experts here so that 
we can understand this problem? Your testimony has seemed mighty 
nice to me, but it ;° asn’t given me enough evidence to show that there 
is a necessity for it, that your general statement would impress me 
with. 

Secretary Cuarman. That is what I tried to tell the committee 
vesterday ; that that is why we have so many experts sitting back here. 
We bring them here for that purpose. They are listed as witnesses. 
There is one in the finance field, one in the rate-making field, an engi- 
neer, and hydraulic engineers, all of them are here to testify on those 
exact points. 

I didn’t even pretend to put in my statement the detailed facts about 
this project. I was thinking only of the over-all policy. 

I have gone over this case » before. I made no effort to try to retain 
the detailed technical information of an engineer in my mind on this 
project. That is what we pay them for. That is why they are here. 

Mr. Reppen. We will be glad to hear them, I am sure. 

Mr. Yorry. What I was trying to find, Mr. Secretary—maybe I 
don’t make it very clear—is that if the paramount purpose here is to 
get this power available for defense or any other purpose, if it were 
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necessary in order to get the bill through Congress to leave the power, 
sale, and distribution in private hands, would the Secretary then 
oppose the bill? 

Secretary Cuarman. I believe you excepted the preference clause, 
didn’t you? 

Mr. Yorry. Suppose we don’t except it. Suppose we say it is going 
to be in private hands. 

Secretary CuapmMan. Well, do you think the Government is going to 
put $356 million in this project to build it for private enterprise ? 

Mr. Yorry. I would be assuming that that would be a loan that 
would be paid back. I don’t mean the dam would be built by private 
capital. 

Secretary Cuapman. I see your point. 

Mr. Yorry. I mean the power. 

Secretary CuarpMan. The power to be sold to the private company ¢ 

Mr. Yorry. Which as I understand is the basis of this fight. I may 
be entirely wrong but I think that is one phase of it. 

Secretary Cuapman. I don’t want to answer categorically I would 
oppose it until I see actually what would come out in a bill of this 
kind. Take the Boulder Dam, for example. That project sells power 
to the private power company direct as well as to the metropolitan 
district. 

Mr. Yorry. I had that in mind. As all members of this committee 
know, the city of Los Angeles und its industries were built on the 
basis of public power. Without public power, we wouldn’t be where 
we are today, but we used to have the worst kind of political fights 
in Los Angeles between the public and the private power companies. 

Finally, the Edison Co., which was the last of the private com- 
panies, elected a man as president named Harry Joe Bower, a rea- 
sonable person. And the people on the public side got a little more 
reasonable. We don’t go through that any more. We have stopped 
that. That is a bygone era. I know the public power companies 
have been guilty of some terrible things, they have been guilty of 
some terrible things in California, but on the other hand, they face 
the threat on the part of some people who want to drive them out 
of business and not even compensate them for their property. There 
should be some compromise in this in the interest of the United States. 
If we have representative government, and the people in Idaho don’t 
want public power, why shouldn’t we get the dam built anyway and 
not worry too much about who is going to sell the power ¢ 

Secretary CuApMan. I would say this. I would regret to see spend- 
ing $356 million of the taxpayers’ money to let the benefits of it be 
milked off by a private company of any kind. 

Mr. Yorry. I would agree with you a hundred percent, if it is 
going to be milked off. 

Secretary Cuarman. If you are going to sell to them and they are 
your only customer 

Mr. Yorry. I was assuming we could make a contract with them 
for a fair price that would repay the entire cost of the project, with 
interest, and that any attempt they would make to get an extortionate 
profit would be taken care of by the regulatory bodies either within 
the State or by the United States tax system, which makes it pretty 
difficult to makt too much profit these days. 



























HELLS CANYON DAM 123 


Secretary Cuarman. I would like to see the final language of a 
proposal of that kind as it comes up. There are possibilities in the 
suggestion. 

I would not want to commit myself to say I would approve con- 
struction of a project of this kind on the condition that it would 
have to be sold strictly to a private power company. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Secretary, would you speak a little louder, 
please ¢ 

Secretary Cuarman. Yes, sir. I wish to say something along 
that line. 

Yesterday, when I turned around to address this gentleman and 
to look at the map, someone said I was playing to the audience. I 
want you to know it is difficult for the witness to address one of 
these gentlemen at the end without having his back to some of 
the others on the other side. 

Mr. Ener. I know it is very difficult, Mr. Secretary, and I think 
Mr. D’Ewart was directing his remarks to the fact that you were 
speaking a little lower, perhaps, and by speaking in a little higher 
tone, even though addressing yourself to Mr. Yorty, which is per- 
fectly proper, with a little louder voice we could all hear you even 
when vour back is turned. 

Secretary Cuapman. I will do that, but when I turned to the map 
I heard the remark yesterday that I was turning around and talking 
to the audience and not interested in Congress. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I am very much interested in the answers you are 
making to these questions. 

Mr. Yorry. Now Mr. Secretary, have you any reason to believe 
that if the power from the dani were to be left for distribution by 
a private company, that that company would withdraw its opposi- 
tion to this project ¢ 

Secretary CuarMan. Just as a matter of good business, I don’t 
see why they wouldn't. They would withdraw the opposition if 
they thought they would get all the power to sell. If they were 
going to get 1,125,000 kilowatts to sell any way they want to, why 
would they oppose it ? 

Mr. Yortry. I am just asking you—— 

Secretary CuapMan. I don’t know of any reason why they would 
oppose it if you do that. 

Mr. Yorry. I regard the Secretary as one of the able compromisers 
in our administration, one of the fellows who can get things done 
and get people together. 

I assume you have tried to here. I was wondering if you had any 
reason to believe-—— 

Secretary CuapmMan. There is a limit to compromise before you 
start giving everything away. I want to quit before I get that far. 

Mr. Yorry. What I wanted to say was this: Have you any reason 
to believe, Mr. Secretary, that if you would consent to a plan that 
would allow the power to be privately distributed, do you have any 
reason to believe that that would take away the opposition of the 
private power company ¢ 

Secretary CuapmMan. Yes. I think it would take away the 
opposition. . 

Mr. Yorry. Do you think it would or have they made some indica- 
tion to you? 
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Secretary Cuapman. In their conferences, when we talked about 
the purchase of power from us I assumed that they were attending 
the conference in good faith and that is what they meant; that they 
were willing to work out some negotiations with us for purchase of 
that power. I assume that they met with us for that purpose. 

Mr. Poutson. Will my colleague yield ¢ 

Mr. Yorry. Certainly. I hope it won’t be too long. My time is 
going away on yielding. 

Mr. Poutson. I was going to say, Mr. Yorty, in asking that ques- 
tion, and just assuming they would get together, we still have the 
problem of the strong opposition of those people who are above the 
dam who would be preempting or lose their water rights for future 
irrigation. There are three factors in this. 

Secretary CuHarpMan. May I answer you on that point ? 

There is where your expert witnesses come in. Mr. Henry Stin- 
son here, we call him “High” Stinson; our attorney for that region, 
has that thoroughly documented for you to show you that is not 
quite what will happen. 

I would like that to be asked of him. 

Mr. Reppen. May I make one suggestion ? 

Mr. Yorry. Sure. 

Mr. Reppen. Why not let the Secretary go and call him back later 
and put on some experts. 

Secretary CuarpMan. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Secretary, that is certainly no reflection on you. 
I want you to understand. 

Secretary CuarMan. That is all right, Congressman. I appreciate 
that. 

Mr. Yorry. I am trying to stay with things that are within the 
knowledge of the Secretary because they are just matters of broad 
policy. 

Mr. Reppen. You are. 

Mr. Yorry. I don’t want to ask anything technical because I think 
it is unfair. I know something about the size of this Department 
wnd responsibilities and I regard technical questions unfair, but these 
are broad matters of public policy and I am trying to find—— 

Secretary CHarMan. That is right. 

Mr. Yorry. How to get this dam built in the interest of people of 
the United States and remove opposition so we are all happy and 
get it done. I don’t know whether that is possible. 

Secretary CHAapMAN. I think it is possible. 

Mr. Yorry. I know it isn’t if the administration takes the attitude 
that if the bill goes through and allows for private distribution of 
power, it will be vetoed. Then we are not getting any place because 
it appears there will have to be some compromise. 

Secretary CnarpmMan. That is the reason we had conferences with 
the officials of the Idaho Power Co., trying to work out our differences. 

Mr. Yorry. Is it your feeling that no agreement is possible / 

Secretary CuarMan. I would say as of this moment, | don’t see any 
hope of any agreement. 

Mr. Yorry. Why is no agreement possible / 

Secretary CuapmMan. I think principally because of the question 
of this preference clause, to REA cooperatives and municipal bodies: 
that has a great deal to do with it. 
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Mr. Yorry. In other words, it is your feeling that the power com- 
any will not withdraw its opposition so long as the preference clause 
is in this act é 

Secretary CuarMan. I think that is probably true. I don’t want to 
be too firm. I think they are here to answer that. Their conferences 
with me would indicate they don’t prefer that. 

Mr. Yorry. Is it the feeling of the Department of Interior that you 
will not favor the act if the preference clause is eliminated ¢ 

Secretary CuarmMan. No; I wouldn't favor it if that is eliminated. 

Mr. Yorry. In other words, if we do what will get it through Con- 
gress it will be vetoed? That is about the way it looks to an observer. 

Secretary Cuarman. Let's put it this way: If you passed a bill 
costing $356 million of the taxpayers’ money to build this project, 
with the sole right to the Idaho Power Co. to sell that power, I would 
recommend a veto. 

Mr. Yorry. In spite of the fact that the bill would provide that 
the power rate would fully repay the cost of building the dam and 
the work with interest to the Government ¢ 

Secretary CuarMan. Now, we are getting interested. We will put 
some conditions. If you put some conditions in that bill, of course, 
I might go along with it. 

Mr. Berry. Some what / 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Some conditions in the bill such as controlling 
the power rate. 

Mr. Yorry. It was assumed, Mr. Secretary, in all of the questions 
I asked that Congress wouldn't enact the bill without providing that 
the money would be entirely repaid with interest. 

Secretary CuarMan. Yes. 

Mr. Yorry. If I judge the temper of most of my colleagues correctly 
they expect that interest to stay in the Treasury and not be diverted 
to some other purpose. 

Secretary CuapmMan. That is right. 

Mr. Yorry. You mentioned yesterday the Defense Electric Power 
Administration. 

Can you possibly say briefly what that is? 

Secretary CuarMan. Defense Electric Power Administration is one 
of the units of the Defense Administration that is set up in my Depart- 
ment. Mr. Wilson and the President assigned to me the responsibility 
for the Defense Electric Power Administration, which has the re- 
sponsibility of allocation of materials to the electric industry, and to 
help determine where there are shortages and what can be done about 
them, and to help locate defense plants where the power requirements 
can be supplied. 

Mr. Yorry. Was their communication to you limited to the ques- 
tion of the need for power in the area, with no policy statement on 
public versus private power involved / 

Secretary CuarmMan. The letter which I read into the record had no 
statement concerning policy of public or private power. 

Mr. Reppen. Will the gentleman yield to me for a unanimous-con- 
sent request / 

Mr. Yorry. Certainly. 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Chairman, I was a little serious a while ago when 
T said we should call an expert. I feel like we are not going to get 
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through with this situation here, this evidence, as we planned, unless 
we make some limitations on it. I certainly don’t want to cut any- 
body off from anything they want to ask. I think we all feel that 
way about it. 

I wondered, Mr. Chairman, if we could get unanimous consent to 
limit the Secretary’s further cross-examination to 15 minutes, and 
then let him go? 

Mr. Berry. Mr. Chairman, I would object to that. There are some 
things here on policy that it seems to me Mr. Yorty is bringing out. 

Mr. Reppen. I will put it with the understanding, when the other 
testimony is up if you want to ask further questions, bring him back. 

Mr. Berry. We want to have a little time to find out what is going 
on in the country. 

Mr. Reppen. I don’t want anyone not to have the opportunity to 
question him, but I thought that would reserve your right if you 
need it. 

Mr. Enate. I might say to the gentlemen of the committee that we 
have 3 days for the proponents of this project. The Secretary has 
testified 15 minutes on his direct testimony and he has been on the 
witness stand the rest of the time answering questions. 

There are men who have been brought in here from the region. 
Tomorrow we are going to have to hear the witnesses in from the 
West who are not officials, It isn’t fair to ask these people or to per- 
mit them to come clear across the country and not give them a chance 
to be heard. The probability is growing here that the only witness in 
this whole matter from the Department presenting the technical tes- 
timony will be the Secretary himself, whereas all of these experts 
are out here prepared to answer some of these technical questions; if 
we could confine ourselves even to direct policy questions it would 
facilitate matters a great deal. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that is just exactly what 
the gentleman from California is trying to determine, what is going 
to be the policy of the Secretary of Interior in the future, and I think 
this committee can certainly spend 3 days trying to find out about a 
project that costs $350 million and what the policy of the Secretary 
is going to be in the future. 

Mr. Enetr. We are going to spend 3 days. I will say to the gen- 
tleman that the policy of the Secretary will be the policy established 
by Congress. It is perfectly all right to find out what he thinks about 
it, but some 

Mr. Poutson. When? 

Secretary CHapMan. Don’t you know now? 

Mr. Enete. Consideration should be given to the fact that this 
testimony ought to be kept on the track and we ought to try to move 
along, here. 

Mr. Poutson. I would like to make a facetious off-the-record 
remark, 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Ener. Is there objection to the unanimous-consent request of 
the gentleman from North Carolina, that the Secretary’s testimony 
end at 11 o’clock? 
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Mr. McMuiuen. Mr. Chairman, I object. I think the gentleman 
from Idaho is entitled to question the Secretary. This is in his state- 
ment; I think we should be governed by the wishes of the committee. 

Mr. Eneir. The objection is heard. Let’s proceed on policy ques- 
tions and not technical questions, and get this thing wound up as 
quickly as possible. 

Are you through, Mr. Yorty ‘ 

Mr. Yorry. Not quite; but | would have been had I been allowed to 
proceed. 

Mr. Secretary, is it the position of the Department that the yard- 
stick principle is a satisfactory arrangement to guarantee that power 
rates will be kept fair in the United States, or is it now the position of 
the Department that all power should be publicly owned ¢ 

Secretary CuapmMan. The Department has never advocated that all 
power be publicly owned. 

Mr. Yortry. And distributed. 

Secretary Cuarman. The Department of Interior only develops 
public power in relation to these multiple-purpose dams where there 
are other benefits derived along with it. 

Mr. Yorry. Do you regard the yardstick principle as still valid as 
protection for public interest in cases where power rates are exorbi- 
tantly high ¢ 

Secretary Cuarman. I think it is important, but I don’t think it is 
the only protection they ought to have. 

Mr. Yorry. In this particular area, is there any feeling that the 
power rates charged by the private companies are exorbitant / 

Secretary Cuarman. To determine that, you would have to go into 
the cost factor; what the power companies’ operating costs are. I 
wouldn't want to say their charges are exorbitant because I don’t 
know what their cost of operations is. They are obviously higher 
than the rates would be if it were tied into the Columbia Basin. 

Mr. Yorry. Then your opposition to allowing the private companies 
to handle the power is not based upon a feeling that their rates are 
too high in the area ¢ 

Secretary CuapMan. Not necessarily; no. 

Mr. Yorry. Then is it strictly a matter of ideology ? 

Secretary Cuarman. It is not ideology. It is just a question of 
practical benefits to the local citizens. If you can build this dam under 
a system that can get the power to the co-ops and municipal or other 
public bodies and even to private companies cheaper than they can 
ie it themselves, that is the way I think it ought to be done. 

Mr. Yorry. I don’t want to get confused. I am not talking about 
asking private companies to build a dam. 

Secretary CuapMan, Not at all. 

Mr. Yorry. Or build the generators. I am talking about just the 
distribution; and if the private companies would be willing to dis- 
tribute this power at fair rates, to the people in the area, what excuse 
would there be for the Government doing it? 

Secretary CHapmMan. If they will agree to distribute it at fair rates 
with a preference clause in the law, there would be no excuse to not let 
them do it. 

Mr. Yorry. In other words, you do favor allowing private industry 
to proceed if they can and will do so? 
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Secretary CuapmMan. Certainly. I always have. 
Mr. Yorry. Well now, this might be slightly off the subject, but I 
am about to wind up here. 

In California, we have the Gerlach case, with which the Secretary is 
familiar, because he is a fine attorney, and some of the people there 
have felt that the Bureau of Reclamation tried to take water rights 
away without compensation that didn’t belong to them and the United 
States court out there has gone along so far with those people and felt 
the Bureau was entirely wrong. 

I feel that actions such as that by the Bureau of Reclamation are 
bad public relations and cause some of the just fears on the part of 
people about supporting a project built by the Bureau. 

Now, isn’t there some way those things can be corrected ? 

Secretary Cuarman. Let's look at it this way: It is obvious, being 
as there are only human beings in the Bureau of Reclamation just 
like there are in every other place of life, they probably make some 
errors but on the other hand, so far as public relations are concerned, 
you always get bad public relations when you try to develop a pro- 
gram to cut some particular special interest out of its share of a melon, 
We always run into bad publicity. 

Mr. Yorry. I agree with you on that. IT don’t want to get off on 
‘atangent. The case I was talking abeut was not any special interest. 
The Bureau was careful to pay Miller & Lux a big sum for the 
same water rights they refused to pay up in the San Joaquin Valley. 

Secretary CuarmMan. Congressman, being as good a lawyer as you 
are, vou wouldn't expect me to comment on a case pending in court, 
and besides that, it is not a reclamation case. 

Mr. Yorry. You mean the Gerlach case? 

Secretary CiarmMan, No. 

Mr. Yorry. I think as a matter of fact the Bureau contended they 
were not proceeding under the reclamation law, but the court has so 
far held they were in spite of what they said. 

Secretary CrarmMan. I don’t think you would expect me to com- 
ment on that thing as long as it is pending. 

Mr. Yorry. That is right. It would be like going back to court 
again, 

Thank vou, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Eneie. The Chair recognizes Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Budge and Mr. Berry are both interested in this matter. Can 
we get a tinanimous consent to close the Secretary’s cross-examination 
in 10 minutes? 

Mr. McMursen. If Mr. Budge is agreeable to it, it certainly is with 
me. It is within his State. 

Mr. Buser. TL thank the gentleman from Florida in trying to assist 
me to teke care of the whole State of Idaho. 

Mr. Enere. Is there objection to closing the Secretary's cross-ex- 
amination in 10 minutes, time equally divided between Mr. Budge 
and Mr. Berry / 

Mr. Buver. Mr. Chairman, I shall object to that, and I am going 
to make my questions to the Secretary as brief as I can, a couple of 
policy matters that T want to determine. 

Mr Ewxerr. Very well. Proceed. 
Objection is heard. 
Proceed. 
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Mr. Buper. As I said, I would appreciate it if the Chair would 
recognize the Congressman from the First District of Idaho, Con- 
gressman Wood. 

Mr. Enevr. The Chair recognized the presence and interest of 
Mr. Wood, yesterday. Attention has been called to his presence here 
in the record. 

Mr. Poutson. And the Senator. 

Mr. Encore. The Senator was recognized earlier this morning. 

Mr. Buper. 1 want to concur in the statements of the Secretary 
that there is considerable opinion in the State of Idaho as to this 
project. I am very interested in the questions asked by the gentle- 
man from California. 

I think that there is. of course, in this project, the struggle between 
the Department of Interior and a private power company. How- 
ever, I feel that certainly by far the majority of the people in my 
district are not nearly so concerned with that struggle between you 
and the power company: we simply want to decide in our State 
what is best for us rather than have you decide it for us back here. 

Basically, I would say to the gentleman from California that is 
what we are in here for today. 

Mr. Secretary, vou appreciate, do you not, that vou are setting a 
great many new precedents in this legislation ¢ 

Secretary CuarMan. No: I don’t know of any. 

Mr. Boner. Do vou know of any reclamation project in the con- 
tinental limits of the United States that. was constructed solely for 
power / 

Secretary Cuapman. This one is for power, and flood control, and 
navigation, and IT know of two others, the Keswick and Davis. 

Mr. Bupcr. You have been talking about the Hungry Horse. 

Secretary CHapMaAn. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. You said it was constructed solely for power. 

Secretary Cuapman. I didn’t mean solely. It has a flood control 
value with that. 

Mr. Bupeér. There is no irrigation. 

Secretary CuarmMan. No. 

Mr. Bupeér. No irrigation connected with it at all? 

Secretary Cuarman. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Buper. For vour information, I would like to read from the 
Hungry Horse authorizing bill. This is one thing that I think is 
a policy matter: The bill starts out : 

For the purpose of irrigation and reclamation of arid lands for controlling 
floods, improving navigation, regulating the flow of the South Fork of the 
Flathead River, for the generation of electric energy. 

There is your fifth use of water. 

Secretary CuarmMan. Yes, 

Mr. Buper. All right. 

Now tell me why when your Department drafted this bill you de- 
leted entirely the word “irrigation” and you made the first use of 
this water “the generation of hydroelectric power.” What is the 
purpose in doing that 

Secretary CuapmMan. Well, in the first place, I think the need for 
the power is paramount at this immediate time, but second, this bill 
also leaves it possible to develop irrigation at later date, just as the 
Hungry Horse Dam really did. 
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Mr. Buper. Why did vou delete the word “irrigation” from the 
purposes of the act ¢ 

Secretary CHapmMan. Well, I don’t know for what reason it was left 
out. We first had in mind including the Mountain Home project in 
this. Then that was taken out. 

Mr. Buper. You don’t know why “irrigation” was left out in this 
bill, for the first time in the history of the Reclamation Bureau ? 

Secretary Cuapman. I don’t know why; no. 

Mr. Stinson, why was that left out of the bill? 

Mr. Stinson is the lawyer who drafted this bill. 

Mr. Buper. I am going to discuss this with Mr. Stinson at a later 
time. I was wondering if you, as the Secretary, had any purpose 
in mind for deleting “irrigation” for the first time in history. 

Secretary Cuarman. No; except to meet this question, we were 
leaving out the Mountain Home project, which was a reclamation proj- 
ect, but left it open so you can under this bill develop it later. 

Mr. Buner. It wasn’t your intent as the Department, to try and 
bring this river under the commerce and navigation clause so the Fed- 
eral Government would run it, was it / 

Secretary Cuapman. No. I wasn’t trying to change the estab- 
lished law of the control of the river at all. 

Mr. Buper. I want to state for the information of the committee 
that for the first time that I can discover this bill has been drafted 
for solely power, flood control, and navigation, primarily power. 

There is no irrigation mentioned in the purpose of the uses for the 
water and it is the first time in the history of the Bureau that that has 
been done. It is also the first time in the history of the Bureau that 
this dam is being built far down the river below where the water can 
ever be used for irrigation. 

There are four or five other very important precedents which I think 
the committee should develop because this is a far cry from any recla- 
mation bill that has ever been before the Congress or been presented 
to the Congress. 

Now Mr. Secretary, I was interested in your answers to the questions 
of the gentleman from California, and I think the questions and the 
answers were quite enlightening. 

I read your speech in Chicago about the fight between you and the 
Idaho Power Co. about this site. 

You used some rather rough language, did you not? 

Secretary Cuapman. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. This has been a kind of a two-way street though, has 
it not ? 

Secretary CuapmMan. What do you mean? 

Mr. Buper. Haven’t you opposed ever since you have been Secretary 
of Interior, the Idaho Power Co. continuing its development of this 
river? 

Secretary Cuapman. I have opposed the application for the Oxbow 
project ; ves. 

Mr. Buper. Which would be flooded if you build the dam you are 
talking about? 

Secretary Cuapman. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. Plus all the other dams that the Idaho Power Co. seeks 
to build in the river? 
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Secretary CHarMAN. That is right. I stated yesterday why I op- 
pose them. ’ 

Mr. Buper. You don’t want the committee to believe that this rela- 
tively small private power company is blocking the Federal Govern- 
ment and that the Federal Government has not done : anything to block 
the private utility, do you? 

Secretary Cuarpman. I am not saying they are blocking the Fed- 
eral Government. 

Mr. Buper. That is what you said in Chicago. 

Secretary CuapmMan. They were opposing it. I probably used 
bad choice of words, but they certainly are opposing it. 

Mr. Buper. You used a very bad choice of words, because that is 
what you said. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. I am not so certain it is so bad after all, be- 
‘~ause they are. 

Mr. Buper. Now, what has been your policy relative to the develop- 
ment then of the Idaho Power Co. that the Idaho Power Co. wants 
to do? You say they blocked you. Haven't vou in turn blocked the 
Idaho Power Co. ? 

Secretary CuarpmMan. All I could; on this issue. 

Mr. Buper. Now, with relation to the question asked by the gen- 
tleman from ¢ ‘alifornia, I am particularly interested in the mar keting 
features of the dam as he was questioning you. 

Your Department and the Federal Government in general subsi- 
dizes quite a few industries in a sense, for defense, does it not ¢ 

Secretary Cuarpman. My Department subsidizes them / 

Mr. Buper. In effect. 

Secretary Cuarpman. What / 

Mr. Buper. You don’t have any objection to the Federal Govern- 
ment advancing money for the aluminum plants that you service, do 
you? 

Secretary CuarpmMan. No. That is the policy of the Government to 
do so, but not the Department of Interior. I will separate the two 
positions. 

Mr. Buper. You wouldn't object to their advancing money to de- 
velop the Boeing Aircraft plants or the United States Steel Corp., 
anything that is necessary for defense, would you? 

Secretary CuapMan. No; not at all. 

Mr. Bunpee. If this electricity is so necessary for defense why would 
you oppose the Government building a dam to permit a private utility, 
private power company, to market power ? 

What is the distinction ? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. The distinction is this: You would be setting 
down a principle if you did that where you would be spending the tax- 
payers’ money entirely for the purpose of one private company, get- 
ting the real benefits of it, of the profits from this investment. That. 
is what you would be doing. 

Mr. Buper. Who is going to pay for this dam? Aren’t the users 
of the power going to pay for it? 

Secretary CHapman. Yes. The users in the end will pay for it. 
That isthe purpose. That is why you have to have the power, to help 
pay for the whole thing. 
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Mr. Buper. In other words, it is the policy of the Department of 
Interior to say back in Washington whether the people want to pay 
into the Secretary's coffers or whether they want to pay it into some- 
one else’s coffers, is that what you are saying? 

Secretary CuarpmMan. We are presenting the issue to C ongress. I 
would like to make one correction, or at least point out my under- 
standing of what Congressman Redden meant when he said all of 
the people, or the representatives of this district are opposed to this 
project. T assume he was confining that to the State of Idaho. This 
project is also of concern to the State of Oregon and this project was 
sponsored by one of the Senators from Oregon. 

Mr. Pountson, Ask him about the other representatives. 

Mr. Buper. It happens about 5 percent or less, maybe 5 percent 
of the water on this river comes from Oregon so I don’t think their 
interest Is quite as great as ours. 

Secretary Cuarman. They are interested in it is an area develop- 
ment. They will get some of the power. 

Mr. Bunce. I have one more policy question that I want to pro- 
pound and then I shall leave you. 

The Department of Interior doesn’t want to limit the agricultural 
growth in Idaho by taking the waters away from irrigation tracts 
which are now in being, or that can be put in being does it? 

Secretary CiarmMan. No; we don't. 

Mr. Buper. Then it would not be your recommendation as head of 
that Department that this dam be built if it jeopardizes any present 
or future irrigation in Idaho, would it? 

Secretary CuapmMan. If present irrigation were to be flooded by 
this project, you would have to weigh the relative values of the irriga- 
tion against what you w ill get out of the project. 

Mr. Buver. Mr. Secretary, this dam is about 100 miles below any 
irrigated project. 

Secretary CHapMan. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. I don’t believe we are going to flood out. 

Secretary CHarMan. I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Buper. This is what I am getting at: You don’t want to take 
from the present or potential irrigated areas of Idaho any water 
which is necessary to them in order to fill your reservoir down the 
river, do you? 

Secretary CuapMan. I think this law protects the future use of 
water for irrigation in Idaho. 

Mr. Bunce. There is a difference of opinion on that. 

Secretary CuarpmMan,. That is right. 

Mr. Bupeée. It is not the policy “of the Department of the Interior 
or the Bureau of Reclamation to limit the agricultural growth of 
Idaho by irrigation, is it? 

Secretary CuarpmMan. No; not at all. 

Mr. Buper. If this bill does that, you would not favor it; would 
vou! 

Secretary CuarmMan. That would depend upon the relative values 
of what you are curtailing, as compared with the bigger benefits of 
the project. 

Mr. Bupere. Could you expound a little bit on that ? 

Secretary CoarpMan. I am not familiar with the details of what the 
potential of irrigation may be in that part of this stream, but if there 
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were a section of so many acres that could be irrigated from this stream 
and if the water rights of that area were acquired for the larger use 
and larger benefits to the whole area, then you have to weigh between 
those two which you ought to do. 

Mr. Buper. Are you ‘weighing kilowatts of power against acres of 
irrigated land / 

Secretary CuarmMan. The kilowatts of power are going to help you 
irrigate land, and as a matter of fact, you won't be able to irrigate 
more land in there without power. That is the trouble. 

Mr. Bunce. We are not going to irrigate if you need the water to 
fill the reservoir. 

Secretary CuarpMan. I think you will find that future irrigation 
is protected. 

Mr. Bunge. I still 

Secretary CHarMan. I really do. 

Mr. Bunce. Do you want to limit the present or potential irrigated 
area in Idaho by the enactment of this bill ¢ 

Secretary CuarpMan. No; I do not, and I don’t think it will. 

Mr. Buper. If it dees limit the present or potential irrigated areas 
of Idaho, would you still be before this committee asking us to ap- 
prove it / 

Secretary CuarMan. I would have to analyze the situation very 
carefully before I would recommend the approval of this project; 
compare the values of the project with the values involved in what 
you would be taking out of irrigation, if you say it would take out 
some irrigation. 

I would have to weigh that very carefully. I don’t know of any 
irrigation that would be taken out by this project. 

Mr. Bupce. You mean you are going to determine how important 
our irrigated areas are and you think if they are not important, you 
would take them out 4 

Secretary CHapMan. It isn’t a question of my determining how im- 
portant they are. It is a question of weighing the relative values of 
what you are doing in this particular program of reclamation as com- 
pared with the total benefits for all. Then IT would determine what 
I would recommend to the Congress should be done. This bill does 
not harm irrigation. That is why I am here. 

Mr. Bupner. There is a difference of opinion about what the bill 
does. I want the Secretary's position; if this bill does limit the 
present or potential irrigation of the State of Idaho, would you favor 
the legislation ¢ 

Secretary Cuapman. If it were going to destroy the real future 
irrigation development of Idaho? I think this project will help the 
future irrigation. There is no quesion about that in my mind. | 
don't want to do a thing to destroy irrigation or reclamation. Ags 
a matter of fact, this kind of project will help you get more 
reclamation. 

I feel that very keenly. There is no question on that point in my 
mind. 

As you said, there is a difference of opinion about what it will do. 

Mr. Bupoe. I think we understand each other, then; that if this bill 
limits the present or potential irrigation of my State, then you with- 
draw your support from the bill; is that right ? 
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Secretary Cuapman. No; you are talking about what I think as a 
hypothetical case. I say this bill doesn’t do that, so 1 am not going 
to commit myself on what I think is hypothetical. 

Mr. Buper. If the committee should conclude that is the result of 
this bill 

Secretary Cuapman. This committee will determine anyhow 
whether it is going to build the project or not. ‘The sole power is in 
your hands. We have no authority. 

Mr. Buper. When speaking here, you told us yesterday you were 
speaking not only for yourself, but for the President of the United 
States. 

Secretary CHapmMan. I said the report had been cleared by the Presi- 
dent, that is, by the Bureau of the Budget for the President, and it 
was consistent with his policies, and I was bringing his support. 

That is right. 

Mr. Buper. This committee is very interested in knowing whether 
vou and the President would still favor this legislation if it is going 
to cut down on the irrigated areas of Idaho. ‘That is all 1 am asking. 

Secretary CHapMAN,. Let’s get a determination of whether it does. 
I would say it does not. Definitely it does not. 

Mr. Buper. If it does, then what ¢ 

Secretary Cuapman. I don’t think I would recommend the bill if 
I thought it was destroying the reclamation of Idaho, I never have. 

Mr. Bunce. In that, of course, the historic policy of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, a part of your Department, has been the reclamation 
and irrigation of arid lands. 

Secretary CHapmMan. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. They have tried with the help of all the people of the 
West to extend that policy. 

Now, in this bill, whether you know it or not, you are limiting the 
amount of water which can be used for reclamation in my State. 

Now, if that statement is true, would you still favor this bill 4 

Secretary Cuarman. First I don’t think it is true, and I want the 
attorney who helped draft the bill to testify on that. I don’t think 
it is true. 

If I thought you were limiting the reclamation potentials in the 
future of the State of Idaho I wouldn’t have recommended the bill. 

Mr. Bunce. You stated yesterday—I think everyone in the room 
understood you to say—that in order to build this dam you were going 
to file on all the water which had not been appropriated down the 
river. 

Secretary Cuarpman. I did not say that. I told you I wanted the 
attorney who drew up the bill to testify on that. 

Mr. Buper. That was your statement. 

Secretary CuapmMan. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. That, of course, cuts off any future irrigation in my 
State. 

Secretary Cuapman. I didn’t say we were going to file on all of it. 
I think you are in error on what I said. If I did, I was in error. 

Mr. Buper. I hate to drag this out, but the point I am trying to get 
is this: 

Will the Department and the President still request this legislation 
if the committee in its deliberations finds that the irrigated areas of 
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Idaho, present and potential, are going to be affected by the passage 
of the bill? 

Secretary Cuarman. You mean affected 
impaired ¢ 

Mr. Buver. Damaged, adversely affected. 

Secretary CuapmMan. I would not recommend the bill if 1 thought 
it was going to destroy your reclamation. 

Mr. Bupee. I think that is the answer I want. 

Secretary Cuarman. I think that I would do that, and the question 
on the water rights, Congressman, I am sure we are both in error as 
to what we said yesterday. 

I think Mr. Stinson was ready to testify and did explain about filing 
on water rights. 

Mr. Bupeér. Iam very happy to have the Secretary state that that is 
not the policy of the Department of the Interior. 

The people in Idaho have lived under the Bureau of Reclamation 
for 50 years, and that attempt has never been made before. I am 
very happy to have the Secretary tell me that that is not his intention. 

Secretary CHarMANn. It is not my intention. Iam sure it is not the 
intention of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Buper. That completes my questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Eneir. We are over to Mr. McMullen. 

Mr. McMctten. I had my time yesterday, Mr. Chairman. I have 
no further questions. 

Mrs. Bosone. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Encie. Yes: I will come back. 

We are over to Mr. Bow. 

Mr. Bow. No questions. 

Mr. Eneie. We are back now to Mrs. Bosone. 

Mrs. Bosone. I was out a few minutes, Mr. Chairman, so maybe 
this question was asked, or maybe it has been discussed. I will pick 
it up again from my ¢ ‘olleague of Idaho: 

Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask you if there are any projects of 
the Idaho Power Co. that have adverse effect upon the irrigation and 
development of the Snake River ¢ 

Secretary CuarmMan. Just as much as any other project. 

Mrs. Bosonr. There is 

Secretary CHapmMan. As a matter of fact, more, because if you go 
to develop irrigation, and they have already filed for their water rights 
on their project, vou would have to condemn them and pay for them 
before you could develop irrigation. 

Mrs. Bosonr. And is there a relevancy between subsidy from power 
and irrigation and agriculture ¢ 

Secretary CuapmMan, Very detinitely so, because you are not going 
to develop any more of these irrigation projects unless you do have 
seme power revenues to help pay for it. You have developed all 
of the easy projects in the country for reclamation now, 

The ones vou get in the future are going to have to be carried with 
the he!» of come subsidy from the power revenues. There isn’t any 





you mean damaged, 





question of that. 
Mrs. Bosonr. Thank you. 
Mr. Poutson. Will you yield? 
Mrs. Bosonr. Yes. 
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Mr. Povrson. In line with that question there, which was a very 
good point, the Federal project would not operate under State laws. 
The Idaho Power Co. would operate under the Idaho laws, which as 
I understand it is that irrigation takes precedence over power on the 
river, in the use of the water on the river, so they would be subject 
to the State laws, and could not take this water which Mr. Budge 
is concerned over, and frightfully worried about, whereas, the Fed- 
eral Government would not be bound by the State laws. 

Secretary Cuapman. We are bound by the State laws. When we 
go into a State we file under State laws for the water rights ourselves. 

Mr. Poutson. How about the Gerlach case in California 4 

Secretary CuarpmMan. We comply with every State Jaw in fillings 
on reclamation, 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. Yorty brought up a case there where he is very 
well versed. 

Mr. Enaur. Let’s get back to Mr. Bow. 

Mr. Bow. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Eneir. We will come back to Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Recan. No questions. 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. Berry. 

Mr. Berry. Most of the questions I have have been pretty well an- 
swered, with the exception of this, Mr. Secretary: and that is with 
regard to the 300,000 kilowatts that are reserved for the State of 
Idaho. 

Now, your bill provides that the State of Idaho shall have this 
right for a period of 5 vears, and then there will be set up an agency. 
Then what happens to that 300,000 kilowatts 4 

Secretary Cuarman. If Idaho complies with the requirements of 
the act, they will set up an agency under State law, and then we 
would sell to them as a preference customer. 

Mr. Berry. Suppose the Legislature of Idaho refuses to set up or 
refuses to go into this public power authority? Then what happens 
to this reserve power # 

Secretary CuarmMan. We would sell it in Idaho to the preference 
customers and probably some to the private company direct, anyhow, 
We sell a lot to the private companies anyhow, sir. 

Mr. Berry. In other words, Washington is deciding the policy, 
even though the power concerned is for the State of Idaho. 

Secretary CuarpmMan. They would decide how to dispose of power 
developed. 

Mr. Berry. If they are going to get the benefit / 

Secretary CuarmMan. Yes. 

Mr. Berry. If they refused to set it up, then the State of Idaho is 
actually reducing its tax base by covering up a lot of land with water, 
and it is getting no reimbursible tax base whatever; is it / 

Secretary CuarpmMan. Well, if you are talking about the tax strue- 
ture now, let’s look at it this way: 

It is obvious, and I think we can prove it by case after case, that the 
potential tax structure of the States is so increased by the development 
around all of these projects that it far outweighs the direct taxes that 
might be paid by a particular company for a specific project. 

Mr. Buper. If the gentleman from South Dakota will yield? 

Mr. Berry. Yes. 
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Mr. Buper. Mr. Secretary, you don’t mean to have the committee 
understand that the only way we can increase the tax base by bringing 
in new utilities is by having the Federal power develop the power; 
do you? 

Secretary Cuapman. No; I wouldn't try to limit it to that. Iam 

talking about a specific case here, in response to this particular ques- 
tion as to whether the tax base of the State would be limited. 

I say they would not be limited, but actually, the tax base would 
be increased by this kind of development, as compared with the taxes 
they would get by direct taxes paid by the private power company on 
these facilities they would develop. 

I think the taxes on the industry that would be attracted to the State 
would far outweigh any loss of taxes on the private power company 
plants. 

Mr. Berry. You are taking quite a sizable tax base away from the 
State; are you not / 

Secretary CuarMan. In what respect / 

Mr. Berry. In covering up land. 

Secretary CuarMan. You have covered some. I don’t know how 
much taxes would be paid in that. 

Senator, I don’t know: do you know in the Snake River? 

Senator Weriker. It is proposed to build five dams. 

Mr. Enoie. Did I understand the Senator asked a question or sug- 
gested a question f 

Secretary CuarMan. We are just talking. 

Mr. Berry. Well, we are presupposing now that the Idaho Legis- 
lature refused to set up or to put the State into the power business 
by setting up, as you demand, public power authorities. If they don’t 
do that, the electric ity is piped out of the State, is it not ¢ 

Secretary CuarpmMan. Not necessarily. We could sell it to prefer- 
ence customers in the State of Idaho. 

Mr. Berry. Including REA’s, and so forth? 

Secretary Cuapman. Yes. [think they have some municipal bodies 
there, too. 

Mr. Berry. I suppose. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. You have some. 

Mr. Berry. It isn’t private industry; is it? 

Private industry hasn’t got a chance to get it; have they ¢ 

Secretary CuarMan. Yes. 

Mr. Berry. How? 

Secretary Cuapman. We would sell some to the private power 
companies. We have. We do now. 

Mr. Berry. Only when you don’t have any sale to public bodies; is 
that right ¢ 

Secretary CHapMAn. Not quite only. That isn’t quite correct. We 
give them first preference, but we work out a basis in the whole area 
to divide the power up in the best way to meet the needs of the area 
and in some cases we find a means of selling some of it to private com- 
panies. 

Mr. Berry. Do vou consider the needs of the particular area ? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Berry. You don't seem to on the Missouri River: do you? 

Secretary CuapMan. Oh, yes: we do. 
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Mr. Berry. How does it come that on the 29th of November 1951, 
you took off all restrictions on the Missouri River ¢ 

Secretary Cuarman. What do you mean “restrictions?” 

Mr. Berry. You had a 150-mile restriction first. Then you set up 
a 275-mile restriction. In other words, on the 29th of November 
you took off all restrictions, if they want the power here in Washing- 
ton from the Missouri River dams, and there isn’t enough REA*s and 
public bodies in South Dakota to use it, it would come back to Wash- 
ington. 

Secretary CuarpmMan. We extended the marketing area in that case 
in order to reach the REA and preference customers. 

Mr. Berry. You took off all limitations so you can send it off as 
far east as you want to. 

Secretary Cuarman. Of course, there is a limitation how far you 
can send it. 

Mr. Berry. If we in South Dakota are interested in getting private 
industry to come into our area to take up the slack of the tax base, 
as you cover up millions of acres of good, tillable soil in the Missouri 
River bottom, we haven't got a chance of getting any industry to 
come in there because we haven't any power; have we? 

Secretary Cuarman. You haven't sufficient power in South Da- 
kota; no. 

Mr. Berry. None. When you take the limit off, we have none. 

Secretary CuarpmMan. You will have some. It will be coming up 
from other areas into South Dakota. 

Mr. Berry. What 

Mr. Buper. If the gentleman from South Dakota will vield to me 
for a moment- 

Mr. Berry. I guess so, 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Secretary, your last answer there, in other words, 
you are going to take the power out of Mr. Berry’s area to furnish 
someone quite a ways off, who is a preference customer. Then you 
are going to bring the power in from some place else to furnish Mr. 
Berry ¢ 

Secretary CuapMan. That wasn’t what was intended to be conveyed. 
To talk about these projects you ought to see the map where the dams 
and power generation is, and where the lines lead you to, and you will 
get the whole structure of that. We havea man here who can show you 
that, and exactly where the power would generate, and where it would 
go to. 

Mr. Bungee. Let’s get back to Idaho. Isn’t this the situation then: 

This bill provides that you are going to give the State of Idaho— 
you say the State of Idaho—300,000 kilowatts of power if the State 
of Idaho, within 5 years after the passage of this bill, sets up a public 
power authority to receive it. 

Secretary Cuarpman. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. If it does not, and there are no preference customers in 
the State of Idaho—— 

Secretary CuapmMan. But there are. 

Mr. Buper. Then Idaho loses the power. 

Secretary Cuarman. There are preference customers. 

Mr. Buper. Where? 

Secretary Cuarman. In Idaho. 

Mr. Bupcr. Where ¢ 
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Secretary Cuapman. I am sure there are some in the northern part 
of the State. 

Mr. Buper. A long ways away from this project. 

Secretary Cuarman. They may be. You carry power for four or 
five hundred miles. 

Mr. Buper. As a matter of fact, they are much closer to Grand 
Coulee Dam than to Hells Canyon. 

Secretary Cuarman. There again, they would tie into the grid; 
you would put the power into the same grid. 

They don’t have to build a line from this dam straight to the co-op. 

Mr. Bupee. If there are no preference customers in Idaho and 
Idaho doesn’t want to set up a public power authority, I don’t know 
what the legislature out there will do in two sessions, then isn’t it 
true that the power is lost to the State of Idaho under your bill ? 

Secretary Cuarpman. Well, we probably would sell some to Idaho 
in any event. 

Mr. Buper. To whom. 

Secretary Cuarman. First, you have some municipalities out there 
that buy power. 

Mr. Bunge. Not in my district. 

Secretary Cuarpman. There are some in the State of Idaho. 

Mr. Bupee. One clear over about 600 miles from this dam. 

Secretary Cuapman. He is close to one of those lines. 

Mr. Bunge. Close to one of your lines? 

Secretary CuarpmMan. He will be. 

Mr. Buper. You are going to build a line, then, 600 miles from this 
dam back up the river? 

Secretary Cuapman. No; I am not. 

Mr. Buper. That is what you just said. 

Secretary Cuapman. No, I didn't. 

Mr. Bupeer. I yield back. 

Secretary CHarpmMan. I didn’t say that, though. 

Mr. Berry. I would just like to establish and have the committee 
yet a picture of this situation, because I think that the State of Idaho 
al a right to some sort of business to replace the tax base that you 
are taking when you cover up this land. 

Secretary CrapmMan. I say they will get more. 

Mr. Berry. Don’t you agree with that ? 

Secretary Cuapman. I do. I think this bill will give them a far 
greater tax base than they would have if the private company de- 
velops it. 

Mr. Berry. Forget about private companies. I am talking about 
industry. 

Suppose industry wants to come in? You have plenty of power. 
TI don’t know what is around the area. I know what is around the 
area in my country. Industry has no chance of coming in now and 
getting any power from this set-up because you are throwing it into 
the grid. and the way it goes. 

Secret: iry CHAPMAN. Let me have Mr. Dittmer, who is Power Man- 
ager of Bonney ille Power Administration, show you how many private 
industries we sell power direct to from the Bonneville grid, from the 
whole Columbia basin grid. 

I would like to have him explain it to you. 
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Mr. Berry. That is only because there is no public body to use it. 

Secretary CuapMan. There are public bodies all over the State of 
Washington. 

Mr. Berry. They have preference ? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Sure. 

Mr. Berry. They can’t get a kilowatt until all public bodies are 
satisfied ¢ 

Secretary CHapMan. They do get it. They do get preference. 

I will have Mr. Dittmer explain how they sell power to the private 
industries in the State of Washington, and Oregon, that are under 
that Columbia Basin grid. 

Mr. Berry. So long as there is no public use for it. 

Secretary CHapmMan. That is not correct. 

Mr. Berry. All right, then; you are going in the face of your law. 
Your law forces you to sel] it to public bodies as long as they want it. 

Secretary CuapMan. The law goes on further. The power has to 
be handled in a businesslike manner. It may become—— 

Mr. Berry. Who has preference ? 

Secretary CuapmMan. The co-ops and municipalities. 

Mr. Berry. That is right. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Sure. 

Mr. Berry. So long as there is an outlet to them, and there is no 
private interest, no private organization can have it. 

Now, just one more point: In response to the question from Con- 
gressman Yorty you said that this was a question of private versus 
public power. 

Secretary CuapmMan. That seems to be the argument that is devel- 
oping in the issue. 

Mr. Berry. If in the particular area of these dams throughout 
the United States, regardless of what basin they are in, if this power 
can be piped off to any length, any distance to public bodies, in prefer- 
ence to any private industry or use that might want to come into 
that area, then isn’t it a fact that the question is more involved than 
public versus private power; it is public versus private industry 
too, isn’t it? 

Secretary CuapmMan. Yes. The use of power would spread. From 
that point of view it would be. 

Mr. Berry. That is all. 

Mr. Eneir. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. You have been 
patient and a careful witness, and we appreciate your testimony. 

Secretary Cuapman. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Chairman, I want to say now he is an expert. 

Mr. Poutson. I want toamend that. We have made him an expert. 

Secretary Cuapman. I will say you have helped. 

Mr. Saytor..Either that, or the briefing that he got yesterday 
afternoon. 

Secretary CuapmMan. No; as a matter of fact, yesterday morning 
was much better testimony. 

Mr. Ener. The next witness is Mr. Straus, Commissioner of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Straus, will you please come forward, and bring your experts 
with you? 

Mr. Srravs. Yes, sir. 


ye Pes 
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STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER MICHAEL W. STRAUS, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Srravs. Mr. Chairman, I want to be just as brief as this com- 
mittee lets me, and I will be so. 

The experts are all here, including our chief engineer, who just 
flew in from Denver. I will file my formal statement to save the 
committee's time, and proceed informally, and I will get done in 
10 minutes. 

Mr. Encxie. Do you anticipate, Mr. Straus, that your summary of 
your statement will not take more than 10 minutes ? 

Mr. Srravus. Ten minutes outside of cross-examination. 

Mr. Encie. May we have a unanimous consent that the witness 
will not be interrupted for the next 10 minutes ¢ 

Without objection, it is the order of the Chair. 

You may proceed. 

(The prepared statement of Commissioner Straus is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY COMMISSIONER MICHAEL W. StrRAUS, HEARINGS ON SNAKE RIVER 
PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the proposed legislation before 
you concerns the authorization of no small project. It provides for construction 
by the Federal Government of the Hells Canyon Dam which would compare with 
Hoover, Coulee, and Shasta Dams as symbols of American strength and progress, 
and for construction of the Scriver Creek power developments. The Hells Canyon 
site is one of the last great reservoir sites remaining in the United States and 
the structure that would be erected in the vast Hells Canyon Gorge would rank 
as one of the outstanding dams of the entire world. 

But this, despite its great dramatic appeal, is not the reason why Hells 
Canyon Dam should be built. Justification lies rather in the tremendous contri- 
bution that Hells Canyon can and should make to the economy and defense of 
the Pacific Northwest and of the Nation. It lies in the billions and billions of 
kilowatt-hours of hydroelectric energy that will flow from its generators and 
river control operations, in its control of devastating floods, in its wide support 
of irrigation development, and in benefits to navigation, recreation, fish and wild- 
life propagation and conservation, and other multiple-purpose uses—all of which 
can be provided by Hells Canyon faster, cheaper, and in closer harmony with 
other basin-wide developments than through any other means. Hells Canyon’'s 
imaginative appeal stems from visions of the world’s highest dam rising in one 
of this country’s wildest and most inaccessible canyons. Its practical appeal 
derives from recognition of the great advantages of sound resources development 
which becomes ever more and more vital to this country’s continued vigor and 
prosperity. 

By its very size, however, Hells Canyon invites controversy as it would be 
utterly impracticable for a project of its magnitude and impact to have the full 
support of all affected interests. There are those who think, or say that, they 
see, in Hells Canyon, the bogeyman of Federal domination of the Columbia 
Basin, the suppression of State’s rights, the destruction of private enterprise, 
the extravagant waste of Federal funds, the march of socialism, and other 
dire consequences, I am confident that the Hells Canyon authorization proposal, 
in its consideration by the Congress, will run the gauntlet of such attacks. I 
am confident also that they can be met, brought into the open, and convincingly 
refuted. 

For the moment, I would like to turn historian and look back briefly to the 
circumstances that surrounded construction of Hoover and Coulee Dams. In 
their early days, they were commonly labeled by the propaganda experts as 
“Hoover's folly” and the “Great white elephant of the Northwest.” The 
familiar charges of socialism, monstrous waste, too large, too expensive, and 
too destructive of private and State’s rights were heard from many sources. 
Listen to this preevaluation of the Hoover Dam project made on the floor of 
the Senate in 1928 from which I have extracted the opening and closing thoughts 
of a speech that covered 30 pages of the Congressional Record. 
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“Mr. President, the most remarkable fact concerning this proposal is that it 
should have reached the floor of the Senate—it is so thoroughly unsound in 
every aspect that it is a real tribute to its sponsors that they have even, after 
6 yvears of effort, been able to get it before the Senate for serious considera- 
in Fr 2 

* * « e . * * 

“In conelusion, I cannot too strongly impress upon you the importance of 
avoiding, in such action as you may take, the risk of a mistake which would 
invite the most disastrous and lamentable consequences. Setting aside, for the 
moment, consideration of the huge expenditure of money, the certainty of 
economic failure, the improbability of successful execution of the engineering 
plan proposed, the losses of life and property which might be entailed, the lack 
of necessity for such a structure as proposed in the text of the bill—disregard- 
ing these matters, I appeal to you to consider this whole subject in the light 
of our responsibility to the Nation as a whole.” 

And to this description of the Grand Coulee project made on the floor of 
the House in 1935 by a member then of the Public Works Committee : 

“It (the salmon industry) is to be destroyed so that something that will ulti- 
mately correspond to and be as useful as the Egyptian pyramids may be con- 
structed in the desert of northern Washington.” 

I shall not burden the record of this hearing with the names of the speakers. 
It would be unkind, because their remarks represented convictions sincerely, 
though quite erroneously, held, to remove from them now the comfort of 
anonymity. 

The outstanding success of these two projects, the great role they played 
in serving war industries, and their current and continuing contributions to 
regional and national defense and economic growth are too well known to 
justify repeating here. It is sufficient to note that seldom, if ever, in the 
history of this Nation’s resource development activities has the wisdom of fore- 
sight and sound long-range planning been more dramatically vindicated or the 
prophets of failure proven more convincingly wrong. 

In large measure, the success of both of these projects stems from the fact 
that the dams built are the right structures for their given sites. They fit 
the topography; they fit the needs; they fit the intelligent concept of making 
the most of our natural resources. Had the Congress, in providing for the 
structures, listened to the timid or heeded the advocates of delay or of smaller 
structures or accepted the counsel of skeptics, the Nation today would be poorer 
to the extent of the vast wealth created by full development of these projects. 

The similarity of Hells Canyon to Hoover and Coulee is so striking that it 
cannot be ignored. The Snake River after draining a vast mountain and plain 
area in Idaho, Wyoming, Nevada, and Utah has carved a deep, narrow, gorge 
that for a considerable distance constitutes the boundary between Idaho and 
Oregon. Within this gorge at the Hells Canyon site, nature has provided one 
of its favored locations for a dam and reservoir. At that point a narrow plug 
of concrete and steel can completely control and provide for utilization of the 
entire upstream drainage of the Snake River in such manner as to serve man- 
kind best. Only one structure will develop the potentials of this site. Only 
one dam will fit the topography, fulfill the needs, and meet the demands of an 
intelligent plan. That structure would be authorized by the legislation before 
you. Any thing less will mean forfeiting forever the widespread benefits of 
sound resources development that are there for the taking. Succeeding testi- 
mony, I am sure, will make that clear. 

The Scriver Creek power facilities, which also would be authorized by the 
proposed legislation, are sound resource development undertakings that can 
bring power on the line quickly for defense purposes and help meet urgent 
local needs of southern Idaho. Their early construction would be particularly 
timely. 

I prefer the role of historian to that of prophet, but with the precedents of 
Hoover and Coulee Dam firmly established, and as the testimony unfolds all 
of the facts to the Congress, I have every faith that the Congress will decide 
in this case too that the Nation cannot afford small developments that usurp 
the real and needed potential of a natural site and that the Hells Canyon 
Dam will take its place alongside of Hoover and Coulee Dams as monuments 
to American initiative and foresight, and as a credit to this committee and the 
Congress. 
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Mr. Srraus. 1 would like to correct a few items that caused some 
misapprehension here. No. 1 is that this power that we are discussing 
has already been offered for sale to the Idaho Power Co., and the Idaho 
Power Co., has a proposition, unresponded to, before it now, to pur- 
chase this power when, as and if the dam is authorized and in opera- 
tion and generating power. 

Now, this is no small project the committee has before it. In fact, 
Hells Canyon is the third largest dam in the world, and the highest 
dam in the world. I want to get it in context for you. 

The Federal Government, under this committee, for years has been 
operating in the Columbia and Snake River Basins. There has been 
a very extensive development there. The Army Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation have carried on the primary part of 
that development under the direction of the United States Congress. 
Grand Coulee Dam, Hungry Horse Dam, are among those that Recla- 
mation has had the honor of building, as well as carrying on the 
irrigation development that has done so much for Idaho around the 
Boise area, and elsewhere. 

A comprehensive plan has been developed for this whole basin. 
That plan was reduced to writing between Mr. Newell, our regional 
director, and Colonel Weaver, the Army division engineer, with the 
agreement of the local people sought at all times. 

That plan was reviewed and approved by General Pick, the present 
Chief of Engineers, and myself, in writing, and approved by the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, and the Secretary of War in writing, and has 
heretofore been presented to the Congress, and Congress seems to have 
approved it, too. They have authorized many features of the plan 
to go ahead. 

That plan says which agency shall do what, which Congress always 
says. That plan represented by the agreement between the Army and 
the Bureau, recommends that Hells Canyon Dam be built. Hells 
Canyon at the present time is the only major feature of that agreement 
which has not been authorized by the Congress. 

Five years ago we started intensive investigation of Hells Canyon 
Dam. A number of reports have been written about it. The com- 
plete information, the comments of the Governors, the details, techni- 
eal details, marketing program, are all before this committee in the 
many pounds of documents that we have here today. 

Now, to get down to the facts of life about this proposal: I would 
like to turn not to a chart, but to an actual photograph. Here are the 
raw ingredients this project starts with. This is the Snake River. It 
starts with water in a project like that. We talked about water. 
There are 12 million acre-feet of water running down each year in 
that river. That comes from all the way back to the western slope 
of the Rocky Mountains in Wyoming, finds its way through these 
hills on to the Columbia and the Pacific Ocean. The artist has in- 
dicated an ethereal dam where Hells Canyon might be placed. We 
are looking here downstream. ‘Lhis is Oregon on this side. Wallowa 
Mountains stretch out here. It is approximately a mile from the 
river tothis bench. The canyon wall goes on further up there. These 
are the Wallowa Mountains on this side. 
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Here you have Idaho stretching up much higher than this photo- 
graph shows, to the Seven Devils Mountains. 

This is the reservoir area, which we have just heard may be inun- 
dated as valuable productive land. That is approximately 100 miles, 
extending back to Huntington, Oreg. It has in both States—not in 
one State—an estimated assessed value of about $1 million, and the 
production in thet land is very slight, at the present time. 

The formation at the dam site is strong basalt rock. It is almost 
ideal for dam foundations. We have dug or drilled 14 holes to look 
underneath the surface, and see what it is like, and also drifted 3 
tunnels in there. It is an excellent dam foundation. 

These are the raw ingredients on which this whole project starts. I 
am standing in what might be called the reservoir area. It stretches 
back between the two States to the railroad, about at Huntington, ap- 
proximately 100 miles. There may be 50 or more persons living there. 
Here is a very unusual situation. Here the committee does not have 
before it the problem of inundating productive, agricultural land or 
ordering the Bureau of Reclamation to build a reservoir and spend a 
lot of money to relocate a transcontinental railroad, 3 United States 
highways, and a couple of towns and 37 graveyards. This is virtually 
a vacant reservoir site. 

Those are the raw ingredients with which this project starts, but 
despite that unusually fortunate situation, that is no reason why a 
dam should be built there. The only reason why a dam should be 
built there is the benefits that come from the expenditure, if ordered 
by this committee, of funds to build Hells Canyon Dam. Those bene- 
fits are very real, measurable, actual, and will be appraised here for 
you by men who have spent their life in this business. 

The chief of those immediate benefits are an unparalleled torrent of 
the lowest cost kilowatts I or this committee are ever likely to see, from 
here in, or ever likely to have an opportunity to put to work in the 
United States. That is the deepest canyon there is in the United 
States, a dam there would be credited with some 1,480,000 over all of 
the lowest-cost kilowatts that can be obtained in an area of pro- 
claimed and admitted power shortage. 

Further, there are flood-control benefits and there are irrigation 
benefits. The water you see flowing down there now—we have dis- 
cussed the water quite a bit—is producing no kilowatts. It is also 
producing no irrigation, not 1 acre of irrigation. It is wasting, un- 
used, to the sea. This project will make possible and provide for 
irrigation by holding water and also and primarily by providing 
financial support for irrigation. It will provide for fish and wildlife 
propagation, and the measure of flood-control benefits is not 1 inch 
in flood elevation, as said, but a great deal more than that, downstream, 
way down to Portland and the ocean where they have seen floods that 
far exceeded 1 inch and have done millions of dollars worth of damage. 

Those benefits—not this God-given site—are the only reason this 
project is presented to you here today. 

I would like to get this a little further in context. 

I have read, or heard, many comparisons between Hells Canyon and 
Grand Coulee Dam, Hoover Dam, and Shasta Dam, with which this 
committee, that fathered those dams, is very familiar. Such compari- 
sons, I think, are entirely proper. In fact, they are almost unavoid- 
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able because those are the only things that Hells Canyon Dam can be 
compared with. 

I have also read and heard and you may have read and heard 
various statements of opponents of the Hells Canyon Dam, that do 
everything from call it “invasion of States rights,” to “bogy man of 
Federal domination of States,” “creeping, marching, or galloping 
socialism,” and other items of dire calamities. I don’t know that any 
of those things exist. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Commissioner, not to interrupt or bypass, but I 
want to be included: You said it was the only project that ever came 
out of the Department that has been properly named. 

Mr. Srravs. I will continue identifying such statements. Now, 
such statements as this one, for example: 

The most remarkable fact concerning this proposal is that it should have 
reached the floor of Congress. It is so thoroughly unsound in every aspect that 
it is a real tribute to the sponsors that after 6 vears of effort they have been 
uble to get it before Congress for serious Consideration. 

Continuing the quote : 

I cannot too strongly impress upon you the importance of avoiding, in such 
action as you may take, the risk of a mistake that would invite the most dis- 
astrous and lamentable consequences. Setting aside the certainty of economic 
failure, the improbability of the engineering plan proposed, losses of life and 
property which might be entailed, lack of necessity for such a structure as 
proposed— 

Mr. Poutson. T make a point of order. You are not talking about 
Hells Canyon—— 

Mr. Srravs (continuing) : 
in the text of the bill, regardless of these matters, | appeal to you to consider this 
Whole subject in the light of our responsibility to the Nation as a whole. 

That is the kind of statement, and you are quite right—you are quite 
right, Congressman Poulson—we are not talking about Hells Canyon, 
although I have heard that about Hells Canyon. That particular 
quotation was a speech made on the floor of the United States Senate 
25 vears ago, warning about the dire and terrible consequences that 
would come from the erection of Boulder Dam, so after hearing that 
speech the Congress—— 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Srravus. The Congress wasn’t impressed by the prophets of 
doom, and the corporals of disaster, and went ahead and authorized 
Boulder Dam, which is now one of the prides of this committee and 
the United States. 

Mr. Buner. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Srravs. 1 would like to give you just one more 





another speech : 


Industry is to be destroyed so that something that will ultimately correspond 
to and be useful as the Egyptian pyramids may be constructed in the desert. 

Again you are right: that is not about Hells Canyon. That is one 
made 17 vears ago, on the floor of the House, that may have some 
equivalents. That one was made about Grand Coulee Dam, which 
was subsequently authorized by this committee and built, and is 
now—— 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Srravs. One of the major projects of the country. 

Mr. Donovan. A point of order: 15 minutes has expired, 
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Mr. Buper. I have been seeking recognition for the last 5 of it, 
because I want to ask a question at this point, that I think is very 
germane. 

Mr. Enere. The 10 minutes in which the gentleman was to proceed 
without interruption having expired, the gentleman from Idaho is 
recognized for a question. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Commissioner, you have elaborated at great length 
in your written statement, and also in your speech here this morning, 
about the similarity between Hoover, Grand Coulee Dams, to the Hells 
Canyon project. 

As a matter of fact, I have read your statement carefully, and that 
is your only reason for sponsoring this bill, apparently, is because it 
is similar to Grand Coulee and Hoover Dams. 

Mr. Srravus. That is incorrect, but that is a reason. 

Mr. Bunge. Just a moment. You have had 17 minutes, now. I get 
a couple. 

You have quoted from remarks made on the floor of the Senate 
and in opposition to those two dams. Now, isn’t it true that Grand 
Coulee, the very first use for that dam was for irrigation; isn’t that 
true‘ 

Mr. Srraus. No; that is not true. That is untrue. The first use 
that that dam was put to was for the generation of hydroelectric 
power. 

Mr. Buper. The Grand Coulee project ? 

Mr. Srravs. Yes, sir; the Grand Coulee project. 

Mr. Buper. Have you read the authorizing act ¢ 

Mr. Srravus. I attended the entire construction and placing inte 
operation of Grand Coulee Dam, and the first use made of Grand 
Coulee Dam was the generation of hydroelectric power which was 
badly needed. 

Mr. Buper. Maybe we are talking about the same thing; for what 
purpose was the power to be generated ? 

Mr. Srravs. The first use of the power that was generated from 
Grand Coulee Dam was for sale primarily, and initially, to the elect ro- 
metallurgical industry. 

Mr. Buper. What about the pumping for irrigation / 

Mr. Srravus. That has come along some 8 or 9 years after that first 
use was made, That started last summer. 

Mr. Buper. Isn't it true that in the authorizing legislation—— 

Mr. Reppen. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. I don’t care how 
long the gentleman asks questions, but there is, after all, a procedure 
and policy we follow. He yielded for a question. He made a speech 
or two, and I think there must be a limitation. 

Mr. Bupse. I yield back. 

Mr. Enoue. Let’s proceed this way: If the gentleman has finished 
his direct statement, the Chair will then commence to recognize the 
committee members alternatively to the left and right in accordance 
with the precedence of the committee. 

Mr. Srravs. To conclude my direct statement. Mr. Chairman, 1 
would like to say that this, we believe, is the perfect dam for this 
particular place. We do not believe that we should miss this oppor- 
tunity, or the Congress should. I could talk for months on this 
subject, but the technicians who have spent their life with it are 
waiting to testify, and I most strongly urge. Mr. Chairman, that every- 
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thing be done to get the out-of-town witnesses on this stand; we wish 
to support what I know is your desire, too. 

Mr. Enoir. You have your experts ready to call up now? 

Mr. Srravs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enatr. Do they have statements, direct statements to be made ¢ 

Mr. Srraus. They have direct statements, and they will summarize 
them very briefly and also answer the questions. They are hydrol- 
ogists, lawyers, designing engineers, the chief engineer of the Bureau 
of Reclamation just flew in from Denver and is here in this room, 
and they are prepared to proceed. 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know if they have 
their publicity agent here, too, as well as the technical experts. 

Mr. Srravs. I am here. 

Mr. Poutson. Then we should question him, too. 

Mr. Ewnete. Let’s get our procedure lined up. May we have the 
statements of your men’ How many of the experts do you intend 
to call? Is Mr. Raver here? 

Mr. Straus. Mr. Raver is represented by Mr. Dittmer of the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration, who is here in the room, and has Mr. 
Raver’s statement. 

Mr. Harold T. Nelson is the regional director of the Bureau of 
Reclamation for the Pacific Northwest. He is here, prepared to 
testify and answer questions. Mr. L. N. MeClellan, chief engineer 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, is here, also prepared to answer 
questions, 

Mr. Enevr. I know. 

Mr. Srravus. There are seven or eight more. 

Mr. Eneve. Didn't I understand that Mr. Dittmer is head of Bonne- 
ville Power Administration / 

Mr. Srravs. Mr. Dittmer is the chief official of the Bonneville 
Power Administration that is present. Mr. Raver has sickness in 
his family. Mr. Dittmer is speaking for Mr, Raver. 

Mr. Enoir. Can we get the statements of Mr. Raver and Mr. Ditt- 
mer in chief in at this time, and then hear them subject to objection / 

Mr. Buper. I would like very much to complete this so far as the 
Government witnesses are concerned. I do want the people from 
the area, pro and con, to be heard. I am going to object to not 
permitting the committee to cross-examine the Commissioner of Rec- 
lamation at this time, because the whole financial picture of this 
project is enclosed in a very short letter which the Commissioner 
wrote in March of 1951. That is the only information that this 
committee is going to get as to how the Federal Government is 
going to get its investment back. For that reason I think that it is 
very important that Mr. Straus be cross-examined at length upon 
that subject. 

Mr. Srravs. Mr. Chairman, myself and all other members of the 
Bureau of Reclamation will hold themselves at the convenience of 
this committee any time they have time for such cross-examination. 

Mr. Eneie. Do you have someone here who will testify about the 
financial aspects of the project / 

Mr. Srraus. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Encir. What is his name ¢ 

Mr. Srravus. Mr. Ostrander of the Bonneville Power Administra 
tion, the gentleman who is here. 
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Mr. Ener. Let’s have him come up here. The thing that the 
Chair wants to avoid is to be—we can get one or two of them to 
summarize their direct statements, and we are ready to cross-examine 
them. 

Mr. Poutson. I don’t ask for any special privilege, but I would 
like to put in the record that I think Mr. Straus represents the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation. He certainly always answers for every state- 
ment and for everything they do. 

We know that everything siphons through him, and so, therefore, 
I think that we should question him rather than passing the buck 
to some of these experts, because what I want to bring out is when 
I was a boy on the farm, we had a man accused of sucking eggs, 
and had seen the shells and had seen him around the hen house. 
However, we couldn’t prove anything until we caught him in the act. 

We have accused Mr. Straus all the time of wanting power and 
using reclamation as mere eyewash—that is a good expression—and 
a subterfuge. This is one time he has come up here to the committee. 
He is sponsoring this legislation strictly as a power project, which 
will destroy reclamation, and I think that is the issue. That is the 
whole crisis of this bill. We should discuss it with him rather than 
these experts. 

Mr. Srravs. IT will come back after the experts have testified. 

Mr. Ener. Let me find out what that has to do with the orderly 
procedure of this committee. What I am suggesting to this com- 
mittee is that we have these experts summarize their statements 
briefly. The statements have been submitted to the committee. They 
have been available for several days. The committee has had a 
chance to familiarize itself with them. After all of the alleged ex- 
perts have made their statement. the Chair would suggest we then 
throw the whole subject open to examination so that each expert 
may answer questions in his own special way, instead of asking Mr. 
Straus about power rates, or as the Secretary has done. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, that is exactly the point I raise. House 
Document 473, volume 2, sets forth a very elaborate repayment sys- 
tem for this project. The whole repayment scheme was taken out, 
and that was an excellent statement in there, Mr. Commissioner. 
You told us how you were going to repay the Federal Government. 
Then when you wrote the letter, which you signed, on March 11, 
1951, you took out all of the payment 

Mr. Enete. Mr. Budge, that is an argument—— 

Mr. Buner. But this committee is entitled to know the most im- 
portant thing: how the Government is going to get its money back. 

Mr. Ener. I am trying to arrange a procedure whereby you will 
get the testimony most expeditiously, and what I am suggesting is 
that we put on these respective experts in their respective fields, have 
a brief summary of their testimony, which has been previously sub- 
mitied in writing, and then cross-examine the whole works. 

Mr. Buner. This is the man I want to cross-examine. 

Mr. Encie. You will have a chance to cross-examine. That is what 
I am trying to tell you. If we get the experts’ testimony in, we 
have it all before the committee at once, and it won't take very long, 
either. 

Mr. D’Ewart. 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. I think it is useless to try to get these witness’ brief 
statements in 7 minutes. I suggest they pass out their statements, 
the letter of October 31, other pertinent ‘data, and we call them back 
following the testimony by the representatives from the valley that 
you want to hear tomorrow, 

Mr. Yorry. I second that motion, if it is a motion. 

Mr. Eneve. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. D’Ewarr. My suggestion, Mr. Chairman, was that these ex- 
perts make up a folder of the statements that they would present 
now if they had 3 or 4 hours, plus these papers that have just been 
referred to, and present to each member of the committee so that 
we can study them and then call these men back following the wit- 
nesses you want to hear tomorrow. 

Mr. Exeter. We are going to have to hear the local people tomorrow, 
because in fairness to the people they should be heard. I am speak- 
ing of the people who are not government witnesses. I think the 
committee will agree that is a sensible thing to do. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. But we want these statements that these people 
are going to make today presented in a folder, filed statements of 
all these experts, plus these letters, put in a folder and given to each 
memler of the committee. Then when they come back in a week or 
so, we Will be able to have reviewed them, to understand them, and be 
able to ask more intelligent questions, and understand more intelli- 
gently the testimony the experts will present. 

Mr. Ener. That is an intelligent suggestion. ‘That statement isn’t 
meant to be facetious at all. 

I believe that the statements have been filed: have they not / 

Mrs. Arnoup. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Encir. Well, we will ask the committee staff to get the state- 
ments together, and add these items which have been referred to and 
present them in a form so that they can be made available to each 
member of the committee. 

Mr. Bupcr. Now, Mr. Chairman, could it be understood, then, 
that the Secretary of Interior and the Commissioner of Reclamation 
have not completed the testimony and may be recalled by the com- 
mittee should it so desire ¢ 

Mr. Enawe. It is the understanding of the Chair that the Secretary 
has completed his testimony, but that the Commissioner has_ not. 
However, if the committee desires to call the Secretary back Tam 
sure that he will be glad to come back in at the committee's request. 

Now, the Commissioner certainly hasn't completed his testimony 
because I believe that the members want to ask him some questions, 
but what the Chair would like to do is to get the procedure arranged 
now for getting this data before the committee, and then to follow a 
procedure which has been characteristic of this committee before: 
line up all the experts and direct your qurestion to the expert in 
whose field the particular question falls. That avoids the difficulty 
of asking the Commissioner a question about technical or rates or 
legal questions, when the legal man is here to answer. 

Now, if the committee would agree to that procedure, we will have 
these gentlemen come back after they have filed these statements, give 
each of them a few minutes to briefly summarize his statement, and 
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throw the whole business open to cross-examination, pursuant to the 
suggestion made by the gentleman from Montana. 

Is there any objection to that ? . 

Mr. Buper. Now, Mr. Chairman, you are asking now for a unani- 
mous consent request, and I am happy to concur in that request, with 
the understanding that the Chair—not just ask the committee by 
vote—but that the Chair will have available the Commissioner for 
questioning. 

Mr. Encie. The Chair agrees to do that. 

Mr. Srraus. I will volunteer to be here any time the Chair desires. 

Mr. Eneie. Thank you very much. 

Without objection, that will be the order of the Chair, and the 
committee, at this time. 

Now, in deference to those people who have come from 2,000 
miles, and more, to be here to testify on this matter, tomorrow morn- 
ing will be dedicated to hearing the people from out West who are 
non-Government witnesses. 

With that understanding, the committee stands adjourned until 10 
o'clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m., the subcommittee recessed until 10 
a. m., of the following day.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 28, 1952 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMiTree on Intertor AND INsULAR Arratrs, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., the Honorable Clair Engle, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Eneix. The subcommittee will be in erder for the further con- 
sideration of H. R. 5745, this morning being set aside for the purpose 
of hearing the local persons testifying in favor of Hells Canyon 
project. 

I understand that a list of some 21 witnesses has been made avail- 
able, and that Mr. Albert Ullman, realtor and builder, Baker, Oreg.., 
Chairman of the Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association, is going 
to act as a chairman of this group, and introduce them to make their 
statements, which I believe for the most part, at least, Mr. Ullman, 
have been in writing; have they not ? 

Mr. Utiman. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Enoie. Will you summarize briefly? As your name is called, 
you come forward and make whatever statement you have to make, 
and then proceed to introduce your witnesses. 

I want to say to you before you start out that this committee is glad 
to have you here. We know that the people who are here on both sides 
of this issue have come many miles to present their views to this 
committee. We are sorry that the limitations of time are such that 
we can’t hear every one at very great length. 

Congress does try to maintain itself as a people’s forum, where the 
people can be heard, and we hope it will always be that way, whether 
they are on one side of the proposition or on the other. 

So as the spokesman and chairman of the local people’s project, 
this committee is very glad to have you here and will be very glad to 
hear what you have to say now. 

You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT ULLMAN, REALTOR AND BUILDER, 
BAKER, OREG. 


Mr. Utiman. Thank you, sir. I would like to present this state- 
ment for the record, Mr. Chairman, and will make my oral statement 


as briefly as possible. 
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The statement is as follows: 


STATEMENT BY ALBERT C. ULLMAN, CHAIRMAN, [pAHoO-OREGON HELLS CANYON 
ASSOCIATION 


It is a pleasure to appear before this distinguished committee on behalf of 
the Hells Canyon project. It is a further pleasure to appear in the capacity of 
chairman of the Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association, and to speak to you 
for the many thousands of people in the great Pacific Northwest who are so 
Vigorously supporting this great project. 

It is generally assumed that some specific economic interest is behind those 
people who travel for a specific purpose across the breadth of the United States 
to appear before Congress. I am extremely proud to say that this is not true 
of my appearance here or of any of the others here who are testifying on behalf 
of the Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association. 

Our organization is a people’s organization. It is supported by dollar meim- 
berships from individuals. We have no large contributors and are not finan- 
cially supported by any other groups. We come from as iar down in the grass 
roots as you can get. 

The people of Idaho and eastern Oregon are like people everywhere. They like 
to sit back and let things take their course. During the past few years, however, 
they have been subjected to one attack after another by powerful private inter- 
ests who are attempting to gain control of the power resource of the Snake, and 
their patience is at the breaking point. 


IDAHO POWER CO. INSPIRED CAMPAIGN OF OPPOSITION 


These opposition interests are now engaged in one of the most high-handed and 
concentrated campaigns to control public opinion ever attempted in our part 
of the country. 

The president of the company has personally gone into community after com- 
munity throughout Idaho and eastern Oregon and has sponsored and paid for 
creat dinners for carefully selected leaders in those communities. In Baker on 
January 8, 1951, over 90 guests were present by personal invitation at such a 
dinner—cuests carefully screened by an advance agent of the company the pre- 
vious week. 

Extensive and continuing house-to-house and business-to-business calls have 
been made by paid »gents of the power company urging that they take action to 
head off the Hells Canyon project. 

Expensive bulletins and brochures have been given wide distribution. Nation- 
ally syndicated columnists and radio commentators have been carrying the Idaho 
Power Co. story. Expensive advertisements have appeared in many national 
periodicals, 

None of these public opinion ventures makes any attempt to delve into the 
engineering facts of development. They all attempt to use the same tacties of 
inference and innuendo, They all attempt to do one thing—to establish and 
intensify in the minds of the people fear and distrust of their own Government. 

Their propaganda campaign is designed to undermine all confidence in those 
Federal agencies that have engineered the reclamation development that is the 
foundation of the economy of Idaho and eastern Oregon, and those agencies that 
are so ably managing the Federal power generating system which is the back- 
bone of the economy of the whole Pacific Northwest. 

They are using political emotionalism as an anesthesia to lull our people into 
acceptance of the dismemberment of our greatest resource. 


SNAKE RIVER BATTLE LINE 


The monopoly interests of Idaho know full well that Hells Canyon is the key 
to the full control of the whole Snake River. The battle for Hells Canyon is 
the battle for the Snake. The outcome will determine whether the people or 
the Idaho Power Co. will utilize that resource—whether the Snake River will 
be integrated into a great comprehensive river development system or whether 
it will be isolated and preserved for private exploitation. 

In the region of the upper Snake Basin comprising southern Idaho and a 
great block of eastern Oregon, there is untold mineral, forest, and agricultural 
wealth with unlimited potentialities for development. The Snake River, flow- 
ing through the region, provides abundant water for irrigation and cheap power. 
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Today those resources lie dormant. No industry can feasibly go into southern 
Idaho without the consent and approval of the Idaho Power Co. Throughout 
most of the area today the population is decreasing rather than increasing. 
Baker County, rich in mineral wealth, lost over 2,000 in population between 
1940 and 1950. 

The avowed purpose of this opposition is to block the availability in the 
Snake Basin of low-cost power for direct industrial consumption as provided by 
Federal laws in the rest of the Columbia River system and to block the appli- 
cation of the established Federal plan of public preference. Behind that purpose 
is the underlying effort to maintain at all costs private control of the power 
generation of the Snake, and perpetuate a monopoly situation such control makes 
possible. 


BASIC POWER NEED 


The Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association has no intention or no desire to 
harm the Idaho Power Co. as a distributing agency for electric power. So long 
as the Idaho Power Co. sticks to its legitimate functions, Hells Canyon Dam 
can only help its operation. There is no question but that the Idaho Power 
Co. will get a very favorable contract for firm power from Hells Canyon, just as 
did the Montana Power Co. when Hungry Horse Dam was started. 

That power will help the company and help the people of the area but it will 
not satisfy the basic need. That need is for a great block of 2'44- to 3!.-mill 
power that can be utilized directly by great mineral processing industries that 
are ready to come into the area. Our river resource is as favorable for develop- 
ment as any that exists in the United States today. It is imperative that this 
resource be developed on the proven Federal pattern that exists throughout the 
rest of the Columbia Basin area, so that the power will be made available for 
direct application to major resource industries. 

Hungry Horse Dam has brought 2-mill power to Montana. The Bonneville 
Power Administration has contracted to Victor Chemical Co. near Anaconda at 
that rate. It is significant that the cheapest Known rate in Idaho has been to 
the Westvaco Division of Food Machinery Co. near Pocatello. This rate has 
been 3.5 for the first contract, 3.9 for the second, and 4.7 for the third. It is 
further significant that neither Central Farmers Fertilizer nor Pacific Supply 
Cooperative can obtain power from the Idaho Power Co. or the Utah Power 
Co. ata price or in quantity feasible for large-scale fertilizer production, 


RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT THE ONLY REAL ISSU! 


There is absolutely no reason why the Hells Canyon controversy should extend 
bevond the engineering facts of development. There is nothing new, novel, or 
different in its conception. It has the direct precedence of a long line of similar 
developments, 

In relation to its opposition the Hells Canyon issue can be summarized as 
follows: 

Full multipurpose river development based on long-range comprehensive plan- 
ning and designed for integrated river operation for maximum resource utiliza- 
tion vs. single-purpose planning with nonintegrated conception designed for 
company expediency and private profit with no storage and no multipurpose 
benefits and without regard for resource utilization. 

This last great resource in Idaho and Oregon must be developed along sound 
established Federal patterns. That is the only hope the people of my aren have 
for industrial and economic development and for a sound and balanced economy. 

The principle of full resource development is basic in our Federal laws. 
Comprehensive planning of our waterways is the essence of our Federal river 
program. It is written into the laws regulating the Federal Power Commission 
that a project adopted shall, in their opinion, be the best adapted to a com 
prehensive plan. 

In applying that principle to the Hells Canyon area of the Snake there can he 
but one outcome. Every comprehensive study that has ever been made of the 
river has indicated the need for a high storage dam there. To place a low head 
dam in that stretch of the river would be in direct contradiction to this long- 
established principle of river development that has been so wisely followed in 
the past. 
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AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION NEEDED NOW 


It is significant that of all the projects in the comprehensive plan recommended 
in the coordinated agreement between the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation in 1948, Hells Canyon is the only major project in that agreement 
which remains unauthorized. The people of my area feel that it is extremely 
urgent that Hells Canyon is authorized now so that the resource can be saved 
for comprehensive development and so that the private interests that are spend- 
ing so much time and money attempting to gain control of that site can go back 
to work distributing electricity. 

Certainly we want upstream water rights protected: we want guaranties for 
future upstream consumptive use. We believe that some sort of reservation of 
power to the area would be desirable. We believe that irrigation assistance 
should be made available from power revenues to aid in the future construction 
of reclamation projects which are so vitally needed. We believe that these things 
are satisfactorily taken care of in the present bill. We will certainly not stand 
in the way, however, of any constructive changes to clarify the intent of the law. 

There has been a great hue and cry in Idaho about water rights. I am glad 
that before this experienced committee we will deal with facts and not with 
innuendo. You will note from reading the bill that existing water rights are 
protected as well as the English language can provide for that protection. You 
will note that future upstream needs for irrigation and consumptive use are 
guaranteed up to 1,113,000 acres of new land and 1,233,000 acres of supplemental 
land, which is more than qualified engineers have determined to be feasible dur- 
ing the Hells Canyon payout. If there is any bona fide basis, however, for the 
fears of some of the upstream people, certainly language can be worked out that 
will satisfy those fears. It is significant on this point that the people from Moun- 
tain Home who have the most to gain from future irrigation authorization are in 
agreement with the present language. 

Another question may be raised about the State of Idaho power-purchase pro- 
vision in the bill. It was placed there originally at the insistence of Idaho. 
We don’t wholly agree, but will go along with it. If objections are raised, 
however, here again a satisfactory area reservation can be worked out. 

Two fundamental conditions in the bill must be maintained if its benefits are 
to be realized. First, the dam, in design and operation, must be fully integrated 
and coordinated with the balance of the Columbia River system. Its power must 
be made available to the upper Snake Basin on the same basis and under the 
same law as is now available in the balance of the Federal system. 

With those protecting provisions Hells Canyon will become one of the greatest 
monuments to western resource development. It will be another Grand Coulee 
for the perpetual benefit of the people of Idaho and Oregon, and for the Nation. 


NATIONAL AND AREA NEEDS 


Delay of Hells Canyon legislation is not consistent with national needs. Its 
immediate urgency is twofold: 

1. National-defense requirements have consistently and conclusively shown 
that the full utilization of the hydroelectric resource of the Pacitic Northwest 
must be realized. To allow any less than a high storage dam to be built in the 
Hells Canyon area would be to rob the Nation forever of hundreds of thousands 
of kilowatts of cheap power—power that will be one of the most critical defense 
items during our lifetime. We cannot maintain an adequate national defense 
without it. The engineering need for immediate Hells Canyon construction has 
been demonstrated time and time again. Highest priority is given the project 
today because of the urgent need of its storage benefits. 

2. Immediate construction of Hells Canyon Dam is further needed in order to 
make available the great wealth of natural resources that lie in the Upper Snake 
Basin. It is needed for the economic development of that region and for the 
welfare of the citizens who live there. 

Not the least of its resources is the great concentration of phosphate rock that 
lies in the basin—over 60 percent of the Nation’s supply. Farmers throughout 
the Nation are in desperate need of that phosphate at a price they can afford to 
pay. By making available low-cost power Hells Canyon will immediately open 
those deposits for development. Capital is ready to build great processing plants 
as soon as there is an assurance of that power. 

Large deposits of copper, iron, lime, chrome, magnesium, and valuable chemical 
ores are buried in the mountains adjacent to the Hells Canvon Reservoir. Those 
will be made available for processing when there is reservoir transportation and 
cheap power in the area. 
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For the thousands of people in the upper Snake River Basin who are associated 
with the Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association and the many more thousands 
of enlightened people who understand the significance of the wise utilization of 
our resources, I urge you as sincerely and solemnly as I know how to protect this 
resource for the Nation and the people—to provide for its development on a sound 
and farsighted engineering plan in accordance with basic principles long estab- 
lished in Federal law. 

I urge you to recommend authorization of Hells Canyon now so that it cannot 
be said in the vears to come that we were too little and too late in the full 
development of our river resource. I urge you on behalf of all the thousands of 
peopie since Theodore Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot who have sought to conserve 
those abundant resources so generously bestowed upon us by a_ benevolent 
Creator. 


HeLLS CANYON DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, BAKER, OREG. 


An organization promoting Hells Canyon Dam and access to the scenic Snake 
River Gorge; organized September 2, 1949; paid membership, 400; nonsalaried, 
voluntary ; supporting signatures, 2,137; supporting business signatures, 122. 

This citizens’ organization was formed to represent the people on the Hells 
Canyon issue following lengthy activity on the part of the Baker Chamber of 
Commerce and the local power company in opposing Hells Canyon. This was 
particularly accentuated during the senate bill 99 fight in Oregon in 1948, at 
which time the Idaho Power Co. attempted to get the Oregon Hydroelectric Act 
changed. It came before the people at a referendum election and was over- 
whelmingly defeated by the people of Oregon. 

Then in the section 308 hearings in Boise in February 1948, the Baker 
Chamber of Commerce again testified in opposition to Hells Canyon and led the 
opposition in an organized attempt to discredit the project. 

After the Hells Canyon Development Association was organized on September 
2, 1949, a series of meetings was held throughout the county to determine public 
sentiment on the project and it was soon found that an overwhelming majority 
of the people of the county were in favor of the high Federal project. 

On December 14, 149, Mr. T. E. Roach, president of the Idaho Power Co. was 
‘alled before the board of directors of the Baker Chamber of Commerce in an 
unpublicized session to state his case. Sensing that this was a deliberate maneu- 
ver to press the Idaho Power Co. case again, the Hells Canyon Development 
Association attacked the chamber. The enclosed letters and petitions from 
Baker businessmen circulated at that time indicate the overwhelming sentiment 
of Baker business people in opposition to the chamber action. 

Since that time petitions have been circulated showing conclusively that %) 
percent of the people in Baker County are overwhelmingly in favor of the high 
dam. Labor, grange, and small-business groups are solidly behind it. Only an 
insignificant number of persons generally representing the status quo interests 
are opposed. 

The leadership of that opposition is maintained by members of the law firm 
of Hallock, Banta, Silven & Horton. 

Attorney Blaine Hallock was instrumental in the formation of the Snake River 
Free Fnterprise Association. In reporting the formation of Hallock’s group, 
the Baker Democrat-Herald on January 16, 1951, stated: “Mr. Hallock said he 
was inspired in this action by the talk recently delivered by T. E. Roach, Idaho 
Power Co. executive, who came to Baker to explain the power company’s plan 
for development and use of Snake River power without Federal Government 
intervention.” 





IpAHo-OrEGON HeLts CANYON ASSOCIATION 


Nonsalaried, voluntary; organized December 9, 1951; paid memberships. 
nonpaying affiliate memberships, and nonpaying signatures in support, total, 
8,000; grass-roots organization supported by dollar memberships. 

Local affiliate clubs located in the following cities : Oregon—Union, La Grande, 
Enterprise, Nyssa, Baker, Joseph, Pilot Rock, Ontario; Idaho—Twin Falls. Boise, 
Lewiston, Burley, Gooding, Wallace-Kellogg-Mullin, Nez Perce, Latah, Weiser, 
Nampa, Mountain Home, Rupert-Paul, Idaho Falls, Coeur d’Alene, Donnelly. 

The Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association was organized as a direct result 
of a spontaneous demand on the part of hundreds of citizens and civic groups 
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throughout Southern Idaho and Eastern Oregon for a unified voice in support of 
the high dam at Hells Canyon. 

An initial meeting was held in Baker, Oreg., on November 16, 1951, with 47 
people present from the following communities: Adrian, Oreg., Baker, Oreg., 
Boise, Idaho, Ontario, Oreg., Durkee, Oreg., Elgin, Oreg., Enterprise, Oreg., La 
Grande, Oreg., Portland, Oreg., Moscow, Idaho, North Powder, Oreg., Nyssa, 
Oreg., Weiser, Idaho. 

Speakers at the meeting were: Ray Kell, legal counsel, Oregon State Grange; 
J. W. Forrester, Jr., editor, Pendleton East Oregonian, Pendleton, Oreg.; Byron 
C. Brinton, editor, Record Courier, Baker, Oreg.; James B. Donart, attorney, 
Weiser, Idaho; William Johnston, editor, Lewiston Morning-Tribune, Lewiston, 
Idaho. It was unanimously agreed that an association should be formed and 
plans were laid for an organizational meeting. 

On December 9, 1951, this organizational meeting was held in Weiser, Idaho. 
There were S7 members present. The following officers and directors were 
elected: Chairman: Albert C. Ullman, Baker, Oreg.; secretary: George H. R. 
Taylor, Boise, Idaho; treasurer: Charles Clapp, Weiser, Idaho; directors: John 
Glasby, Mountain Home, Idaho, Herb Howe, Lewiston, Idaho, James B. Donart, 
Weiser, Idaho, John Jones, La Grande, Oreg., George Greenfield, Boise, Idaho, 
Lewis Clark, Enterprise, Oreg., Clint Haight, Jr., Baker, Oreg., Judge S. Stanton, 
Ontario, Oreg., Ed Frost) Ontario, Oreg., Dr. Paul Bocek, Nampa, Idaho, Clar- 
ence Carter, La Grande, Oreg., Paul A. Eke, Moscow, Idaho. 

Through the press we the following businessmen of Baker have been informed 
that a dinner meeting of businessmen and taxpayers was held here January 3 
and that a group so assembled passed a resolution opposing the construction 
of Hells Canyon Dam. 

We do not know who attended such a meeting, we were not aware of any 
advance publicity on the meeting and we would like to know why we were 
not invited. 

We the undersigned refute any implication that the resolution, designed to 
impress the Oregon delegation in Congress, speaks the sentiment of the tax- 
payers and business people of this community. 

We urge the immediate authorization and appropriation for Hells Canyon 
Dam in the interest of full regional development and increased hydroelectric 
power. 
Irvin Wulf, Baker, Oreg., Bert Neuberger, Lyle R. Wolff, C. E. Jack- 

son, Francis Chaves, A. A. Chaves, L. H. Bradshaw, E. M. 
Fredricks, D. D. Hunt, H. E. Hunt, W. Joseph O'Conner, Byron C. 
Brinton, Omer F. George, R. Ek. MeNeil, FE. R. Curfman, Thomas 
Ritch, C. J. Wellington, Mrs. James Tibbs, Jr., Fay EE. Taylor, 
W. E. Hudson, Harvey R. Miller, John V. Myrick, Mrs. Lyle 
Carpenter, Mrs. Hubert Derry, Mrs. Fred Kesler, Mrs. Everett 
Clarry, Mr. Robert Manning, C. L. Anderson, F. A. Long, E. M. 
Mineff, H. E. Long, W. E. Boyer, C. A. Koehler, J. W. Dooly, 
O. E. Coombs, Jack M. Martin, E. E. Shannon, Sherman Allen, 
Carl Cloud, Lyle G. Carpenter, G. Neuberger, H. David, J. B. 
Bohn, Bob Bratt, Walter G. Erwin, H. FE. Bond, M. Barton, Ethel 
Troyer, Roderick M. Croshy, Verle Stiverson, Freeman Lubbes, 
Eleanor Fisk, Kenneth J. Kofford, Kenneth Clubb, EB. R. Erving, 
Max E. Dixon, Leo Hurley, Wm. Hoff, Jesse M. Baker, Ray Lewis, 
Raymond W. Brown, Angela A. Brown, LD). H. Rienecke, Mrs. D. H. 
Rienecke, Bill Miller, E. J. Johnson, E. G. Harris, James A. 
Poston, M. F. Slover, Delbert Reams, Paul F. Montgomery, Guy W. 
Church, Mareus P. Swan, Lester Moore, D. S. Justus, Lee J. 
Davis, Wesley Roberts, J. E. Prowell. 

It was agreed that membership fees would be $1 but that associate, nonpaying, 
nonvoting participation would be solicited. 

From that small beginning just a few months ago, the association has spread 
rapidly and spontaneously throughout eastern Oregon and southern Idaho, All 
work is done on a voluntary basis. 

All classes of people are represented. Al Moltke, vice president of the Pilot 
Rock Lumber Co. is the head of the local group there; Louis Prat, farmer, is 
head of the Nyssa group: Jim Donart, attorney, is head of the Weiser group; 
Mike Lynch, automobile dealer, is head of the La Grande group, ete. It is a 
people’s organization in the very best American tradition. 

In all areas outside the direct distribution area of the Idaho Power Co., ex- 
pressed sentiment for the high dam is almost unanimous. Within their own 
orbit the Idaho Power Co. has exerted a powerful influence over the expressions 
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of the organizations and civie groups. To break through that utility influence 
has been a major task. 

The Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association has made tremendous headway 
during the few short months it has been in existence. Once the basic deception 
of the Idaho Power Co. propaganda on river development is revealed the people 
of Idaho have been quick to join in the wholehearted support of the full multipur- 
pose program at Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Encie. You may be seated, or stand, as you please, whichever 
you prefer. 

Mr. Uttman. These statements are going to be rather short. I 
think it would be better if we stood up. Would that be satisfactory ¢ 

Mr. Eneie. Whichever you prefer. 

Mr. Uniman. In accordance with the chairman’s wishes, we are go- 
ing to try to present the people from Washington and Oregon first, 
and then the witnesses that we have from the eastern seaboard last. 

Some of our people have to go back. 

Also, for the sake of continuity we are going to present three or 
four background witnesses from Oregon and Washington and then 
we are going to the Idaho witnesses, who are in charge of Mr. Lloyd 
Tupling, of Boise. 

We have 21 witnesses, as the chairman said. We are from the 
country out there on both sides of the Snake River. We are grass 
roots from down as far as you can go in the roots. We have taken 
our time away from our own businesses to come here and talk to you. 
We have traveled clear across the country. I do want to say we ap- 
preciate the opportunity to be here. 

As I said, we have 21. We will try to expedite it just as rapidly as 
we possibly can. I know that you will help us in doing that. 

Now, I, as the chairman said, am in the construction and real estate 
business, in the city of Baker, Oreg., about 50 miles due east of the 
Snake River in the Hells Canyon Reservoir. About 3 years ago 
we in Baker organized the Hells Canyon Development Association. 
We had an intensive campaign in the State of Oregon. on Senate 
bill 99, at which time the Baker Chamber of Commerce joined with 
the Idaho Power Co. in attempting to sell the low dams to the people 
of Oregon. It was referred by referendum to the people of Oregon 
and they overwhelmingly voted against the low dam proposal and in 
effect upheld the high dam which had been for many years an in- 
tegral part of the comprehensive program of the Pacific Northwest. 

‘Now, last year in December, as a result of a spontaneous demand 
on the ‘part of the citizens throughout the whole area in Idaho and 
Oregon, we met with a group of citizens in the city of Weiser, Idaho, 
and “organized the Idaho-Oregon-Hells Canyon Association. In the 
very few brief months since that time we have gone into community 
after community throughout Idaho and Oregon, have taken time out 
after close of business hours and traveled 100 or 200 miles to meet 
in these various towns and talk to citizens, in the real American way, 
about this development program. I am extremely happy to say that 
the people of Oregon and Idaho are overwhelmingly in support of 
the Hells Canyon proposal. We still have a job to do. The people 
do not all understand the basic issues involved, but we find, as they 
do understand what the full utilization of the Snake means that 
they are overwhelmingly in favor of this high dam proposal. 
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Now, our association depends upon dollar memberships. We are 
not a big money organization. The people that have come back here 
have gone up and down the main streets of their town in order to 
raise money to make the trip. 

The Idaho Power Co. has waged—shall I say?—a very successful 
geting campaign during the last few years. Since the Senate 
ill 99 fight they have intensified that campaign. That campai 
has one purpose, and that is opposition to the construction of the 
Hells Canyon project. The president of the Idaho Power Co., who 
is here, and will testify before you, came into the Baker community 
and invited a select group—I should say a carefully selected group— 
of people to meet at a banquet at which he or the Idaho Power Co. 
paid the bill and explained the proposal. 

They went into community after community throughout the whole 
area and did the same thing. Agents of the power company have 
called from business to business, and house to house, and farm to farm, 
to explain their proposal and to urge the people to oppose the Hells 
Canyon project and to favor the construction of a low dam in the 
area. 

Now, as I said, all of this effort has been to defeat the Hells Canyon 
proposal. In addition, on the national scene, there have been many, 
many national commentaries, articles, many radio commentators re- 
peating this story against the Hells Canyon proposal. 

Now, there have been a lot of phony arguments used, and I don’t 
have to tell you what those arguments are, because you people who are 
familiar with the Grand Coulee fight and the Hoover fight and all of 
the fights for these types of projects throughout the area know the 
pattern and the arguments that have been used out there. 

Now, they talk about things like tax benefits and so forth. I went 
around the Hill yesterday and talked to a number of Congressmen, 
and it was more or less the unanimous opinion that if the Congress- 
men had a site such as the Hells Canyon site in their area they would 
get the dam built. They wouldn’t worry too much about the benefits. 
They would just let them come. 

Now, there is one and only one legitimate issue. That issue is the 
full, comprehensive development of the Snake River for the multi- 
purpose use of the waters of the Snake. Your committee members 
have listened to arguments by Government witnesses. I am sorry 
I didn’t get the opportunity to hear some technical testimony, but 
during the last 2 years I have had the same questions you have had, 
and I have gone to the agencies involved and we have pried and pried 
and pried, and have studied the proposition, and are unanimously 
agreed that this is one of the soundest propositions from an engineer- 
ing point of view, this high, multipurpose dam in the Snake River, 
that has ever come before a committee such as this. 

In relation to this full multipurpose utilization of the Snake, 
the Idaho Power Co. in its proposal makes no pretense of the multi- 
purpose use or the full utilization of the waters of the Snake. They 
have one purpose and one purpose only, and that is to put in a low- 
head dam for the power development for their company. 

Now, for years Congress has authorized the study of this river and 
they have come up with engineering report after engineering report, 
and this site has been marked for a multipurpose project. That is 
the issue. 





Py 


HELLS CANYON DAM 159 


Will you follow that established pattern? Will you reserve this 
site for multipurpose development or will you allow it to be used 
for one purpose and one purpose alone / 

I wish I could take you down there into that great canyon as I have 
been, many, many times, and show you what would happen down 
there. 

Picture this: Picture that great reservoir area, one of the greatest 
reservoir areas left in America, and picture in the shadow of one of 
the greatest natural dam sites on the face of the earth a little low- 
head, insignificant dam. There it will be, and when the floods come 
in the springtime they will go over the top and rush down to the 
sea, unutilized ; they will cause destruction as they did in the Vanport 
flood, and in all the other floods. Then in the summer months, when 
there isn’t enough water in the river, what will happen? They will 
close down their generators, one after the other. They are not even 
efficiently utilizing the waters of the Snake for power alone, 

Now, that low-head dam, if you gentlemen would allow it to be 
built—and I want to impress upon you that there is an application 
before the Federal Power Commission for a low-head dam in this 
stretch of the river, and they are considering it, and we are greatly 
afraid that if a committee such as this should decide that they will 
not approve the Hells Canyon multipurpose project there is a danger 
that the Federal Power Commissien will grant a license for a low- 
head dam—if you do allow it to be built, it will stand there in the river, 
as I said, in this greatest natural reservoir and dam site left in 
America. It will stand there as a monument to short-sightedness; 
it will stand there as a monument to selfishness, and it will stand there 
as a monument to the perpetuation of a monopoly which exists in 
southern Idaho. I appeal to you, in behalf of all the people out 
there and on behalf of all these witnesses, not to let that happen. 

That concludes my testimony, Mr. Chairman, and with your per- 
misssion I will proceed and introduce my next witness. 

Mr. Bunce. Mr. Chairman, I assume the committee will have the 
opportunity to interrogate these people ? 

Mr. Ener. Yes. Let’s make it brief; and, in deference to the 
fact that the gentleman from Idaho is primarily interested, the Chair 
is going to ask the concept of our Republican colleagues to step 
across the lines of procedure and recognize the gentleman from Idaho, 
first, for a few brief questions, and then proceed in the usual line. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. aires, I know I took up a little too much 
time yesterday. I am firmly convinced that if the information con- 
cerning the other areas of the country, in which I have listened in 
my 15 months in Congress, hasn’t been more accurate than I listened 
to yesterday about the country I know, I am sure we are not getting 
too good information. 

I would like to ask this witness just one or two questions, if no one 
else is ready. 

Mr. D’Ewart. You are first. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Ullman, where do you live, with regard to this dam 
that is to be constructed ? 

Could you indicate to the committee on the map / 

Mr. Utiman. Here is Baker, Oreg.; here is the site, here is the 
reservoir area. 
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Mr. Buner. In other words, your home city would be right near 
the dam site, and near the reservoir? 

Mr. Ustiman. There are closer cities; up here is Enterprise, and 
Joseph. 

Mr. Buper. How large are they ? 

Mr. Uriman. They are small cities. Baker is the largest close 
city ; that is right. 

Mr. Buner. Yours is the first city of any size; isn’t is, sir? 

Mr. Utiman. I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Buper. Yours is the closest city of any size to it; is it not? 

Mr. Utiman. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. You are in the real-estate business ? 

Mr. Utiman. Excuse me. We have witnesses from Weiser, and 
I know they would feel very much hurt if I insisted that Baker were 
the closest. Weiser is just about as close as Baker, and La Grand 
is just about as close as Baker. 

Mr. Buper. How many miles are you from the site of the dam ? 

Mr. Uieman. About 100 miles, a little over 100 miles. 

Mr. Bunper. Is there any irrigation any place below the site of this 
dam ? 

Mr. Utitman. There is lots of irrigation below, but I don’t think 
the dam would irrigate any land below out of the reservoir. 

Mr. Buper. You don’t feel that this dam will irrigate anything. 
Is there any irrigated area where you live? 

Mr. Utiman. Could I clarify that? That has been gone into in 
the last couple of days. There is no actual irrigation from the water, 
but this is the Snake River project and the power revenues will assist 
in future irrigation. That is the only claim we have ever made on 
irrigation. 

Mr. Buper. There is no irrigation around Baker, Oreg. ? 

Mr. Unieman. Yes; we are talking about a Baker Valley project. 
We hope it will be built. It is like a lot of the other projects. It can’t 
be built unless we get some kind of Federal program to aid in the 
construction. 

Mr. Buper. Waters from that project would never come from the 
Snake River? 

Mr. Utitman. That is right; we need the financial assistance from 
the power revenues. 

Mr. Buper. That is all the questions IT have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ener. Are there any questions? 

Mrs. Bosonr. Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me that the young 
man from Oregon has brought out some salient points. In thinking 
of the testimony which I heard yesterday, and the questions submitted 
by the committee members, it would seem to me that we are putting 
the cart before the horse in arguing, to begin with, whose project 
this should be; public power or private power. Certainly I would be 
for private power building it if private power can, but I would think 
that the thing we need to know now—and this young witness brought 
it out—was whether there is the need for the power, whether there is 
the need for this tremendous project. We shouldn’t be nearsighted 
about this, and I heard you say that. We shouldn’t be. We shouldn't 
be March of 1952, right here. We should have telescopic vision of the 
whole thing for your grandchildren and my great-grandchildren, and 
if we decide we need the extra kilowatts, if we decide that the power 
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is needed for the development of the West—and incidentally, the 
development of this whole great country—and we can work out some 
feasible means, then the last thing should be whether it should be 
constructed by private power or by public power. 

That should come last, after the need has been developed and has 
been proved and then, as my colleague from California said yester- 
day, if private power can get together with public power, that would 
be a wonderful thing, and work it out, but we should decide last who 
should build it. That should come last. 

I think the young witness has made a powerful statement, and he 
seems so very sincere; he certainly put over his sincerity. 

Mr. Utuman. Thank you. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Saytor. Will the gentlewoman yield ? 

Mr. Eneuer. Let’s start down the other side. 

Mr. Sayvor. I would like to ask the gentlewoman from Utah if she 
will vield for a question. 

Mrs. Bosonr. I yield back my time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sayvor. I would like to know whether or not the gentlewoman 
from Utah feels that the people from the State of Idaho, who are 
vitally interested in irrigation and reclamation, are to be considered 
last, ana that you would put power first ¢ 

Mrs. Bosonr. No; of course not. 

Mr. Sayvor. I think it has been very clearly shown here that all of 
the waters that have not been appropriated in the Snake River will 
be appropriated if this dam is built; and, therefore, the future of this 
country and Idaho will be limited to just its present, as far as irriga- 
tion and reclamation are concerned, will be limited by the amount of 
water that they have at the present time. That is something which I 
think the gentlewoman in her statement has completely overlookea. 

Mrs. Bosonr. I don’t think so. I am considering Idaho with the 
other States, I might say. j 

Mr. Encie. We see Mr Crawford sitting over on the other side, 
We are always glad to have our friend from Michigan join us on this 
side of the table. 

Mr. Crawford, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Crawrorp. Probably two. 

Mr. Ullman, go back to the map. What is the size of Baker ; that is, 
your home town? 

Mr. Utiman. About 9,000, sir. 

Mr. Crawrorp. What is the size of Weiser ? 

Mr. Uttman. Am I right? 4,000? 

Mr. Berry. No; it is more than that. 

Mr. Utiman. I am told it is 4,000. 

Mr. Crawrorp. What is the next nearest town in size? 

Mr. Utiman. Weiser, incidentally, is right down here. 

Mr. Crawrorp. How far would that be from the dam site? 

Mr. Utitman. Weiser is just over 100 miles. Baker is just over 100 
miles. They are about equal distances from the dam site. Then, of 
course, there is the little towns of Council and Cambridge. 

Mr. Crawrorp. What is the size of those two / 

Mr. Uti an. Just a few hundred. I would say around 1,000 popu- 
lation. 

Mr. Crawrorp. You have some little towns on up northeast of 
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Mr. Utitman. Northeast of Baker. 

Mr. Crawrorp. What are those towns? 

Mr. Uttman. Up here we have Enterprise and Joseph and Richland 
half way. 

Mr. Crawrorp. What is the size of those? 

Mr. Utiman. How large is Enterprise? I am told it is 1,847. 
Joseph is 670, and 1,847 for Enterprise. 

Mr. Crawrorp. If you developed the reclamation project you 
referred to with respect to Baker, where do you expect to get that 
water ¢ 

Mr. Utitman. The water will drain from the Powder River. This 
green area is the proposed supplemental irrigation, and up here on 
the upper reaches of the Powder River in Sumter Valley will be the 
dam. 

Mr. Crawrorp. So then you and your group of 20 other witnesses 
are in favor of the Hells Canyon project as here presented by the bill; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Uttman. That is correct. 

Can I clarify that? The wording on this bill was worked out over 
the last year and it was largely influenced by people from Idaho. 
Now, if there are any questions of technicalities about water rights, 
certainly we want them protected. We think they are protected, but 
if we can work out better language we are in favor of it. I don’t 
think that is the issue here at all. 

Mr. Crawrorp. When you say “protected water rights,” what do 
you mean by that? 

Mr. Utiman. There has been a lot of discussion here that the Hells 
Canyon project will in some way endanger the future development 
of irrigation. 

Mr. Crawrorp. If the legal technicians should conclude that the 
Hells Canyon project will seriously interfere with those water rights, 
are you still in favor of the bill? 

Mr. Utitman. I am in favor of rewording it so that it doesn’t 
cause 

Mr. Crawrorp. Let me ask you this question, then : 

If the legal rights are seriously interfered with by any bill, you 
are opposed to that particular bill; isn’t that right ? 

Mr. Uttman. That is a pretty broad statement, sir. I would rather 
not answer it, because I am not’a lawyer; I am not a technician. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Neither am I. That is the reason I am trying to 
arrive at some language that a layman can understand. 

Are you and your group, so far as you are able to speak for these 
21 witnesses, and the people they represent, in favor of any kind of 
a bill that may be presented here that seriously interferes with those 
water rights? That isa plain business question. That is not a legal 
question. 

You may not want to answer it. 

Mr. Utitman. We want protective provisions in the bill so the 
water rights are protected. If they are not there, we would like to 
have them put there so they do protect those rights. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Let me ask you another question: If a bill can be 
worked out that calls for this Hells Canyon multipurpose dam, if a 
bill can be worked out which will build a dam and protect the water 
rights, is that what you would want? 
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Mr. Utiman. That is what we want. 

Mr. Crawrorp. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Encte. Just a minute. Iam crossed up here, because my friend 
was on the other side. 

Mr. Yorty, or Mr. McMullen? 

Mr. McMu tty. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Eneir. Now, Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I am going to be brief, but I think I should com- 
ment that I have never seen a stranger presentation for a bill than is 
being made on this particular H. R. 5743. This is the last day that 
the proponents will have to appear before the committee, and there 
are a number of things in this bill that have not been touched on. 

This bill proposes to authorize Hells Canyon. We have heard 
quite a lot about that. Nothing very direct has been said. There 
have been a lot of general statements. It also authorizes the Scriver 
Creek project. We have not heard one word about that project. 

I took home the bill last night and read over the justification for the 
Scriver project, and it sounded like a pretty good project to me, as I 
read the justification. It goes on, then, and says the State law will 
be lived up to, subject to a number of limitations. 

Now, does the Congress have a right—and no one has discussed this— 
to say the Federal Government will go into a State and only live up to 
a certain number of the laws in that State under certain circumstances, 
and with certain limitations? 

That is in this bill. Those limitations are very, very material. 
I think they would disturb you; if my State was going to have to sign 
that contract I would be very much upset by it. 

Then it goes on and it says it will deliver you a block of power if 
you will do this, that and the other, and nobody had discussed whether 
your State wants to live up to all those limitations, or will live up to 
them. 

Mr. Straus talked of the Hoover Dam. There, there were no limi- 
tations. There was a large payment made to certain States in order 
to reimburse them for the use of that project. There were no limita- 
tions whatsoever for the block of power. 

In the case of Coulee, that was brought in as a comparison, and 
there there are no limitations. I think you people ought to give a 
little consideration to the limitations in this bill. If it was my State, 
I would say “No; we will not accept these limitations on the delivery 
of power made from water that belongs to my State, a project that is in 
my State; a canyon that is in my State.” I would say I would not 
accept those limitations, and I would expect the Bureau to deliver 
me that power under the laws as they exist now, and I think I would 
get off better. Those things have not been discussed, and it seems 
to me that we should have them discussed. 

Then it goes on and makes a basin account, and goes on still further 
than that, and says the basin account shall be tied into the Columbia 
Basin account. 

This Congress has never accepted anything like that. In fact, the 
Senate indicated a year ago that they didn’t like that thought, and 
there has been no indication of those parts of the bill. 

You have an hour and a half with this committee for proponents, 
and those subjects have not been touched on. I think I should call 
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them to your attention, and say, Mr. Chairman, this is a strange pres- 
entation of this legislation to our committee. 

Mr. Enexe. Mr. D'Ewart, in commenting on that in retrospect, we 
would probably have been more intelligent to allow a month for this 
hearing rather than a week, and, unfortunately, there isn’t a consecu- 
tive period of time in the schedule of this committee now open, or 
which would be open hereafter, or which would allow for that kind 
of time. We had technical witnesses here and they are still here, who 
could have testified to all of these matters that the gentleman referred 
to, so we are trying to take the thing by bites. 

We have local people here. We want to get their testimony 1n, 
and not on the technical points, so much, as their general attitude of 
it, and views of the project, and if we confine ourselves to that, then 
this committee is going to have to sit down and figure out what it is 
going to have to do about getting this additional information which 
the committee wants. I expect the committee to give the chairman 
some direction on that. 

With reference to these local witnesses—and they are certainly not 
responsible for the difficulty that has occurred here—we spent nearly 
2 days of our time talking to the Secretary of the Interior; these 
people are here to tell us what they think about it as local people, 
and just directing our attention to that particular phase of it now, 
I wonder if we can go ahead and hear what the local people have 
to say, and get into the technical matters later. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I am perfectly willing to do that. I am calling the 
attention of the proponents that they haven't talked about the bill 
much yet, and I think it is a mistake, because there are things in here 
that I think the State of Idaho ought to examine pretty closely. 

Mr. Utiman. Sir, I would very much like to spend the next 2 hours 
talking about that subject, because we have studied it for the past 
3 years, and are satisfied that the only way that Idaho and eastern 
Oregon will get any benefits is through the availability of Federal 
power the way it is processed down below. We will never get any 
industry, we will never get our resources developed unless we do. 
I would like to talk about that, but I would rather, if the Chair would 
allow, to call my witnesses in and have them talk. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Let me say, if you are satisfied, that is fine. I would 
advise my State not to accept those provisions in regard to power. 

Mr. Enere. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Enatr. These people have come from the far West. Let’s see 
what they have to say about this project. Then we will take up the 
technical matters. 

Does anyone else have a comment or short question ? 

Mr. Saytor. I have several short questions: 

First. Mr. Ullman, are you in favor of the basin account as set up 
in this bill? 

Mr. Utiman. I think it is satisfactory. It is a compromise arrange- 
ment. An over-all basin account has to come. That doesn’t have 
anything to do with the Columbia Valley Authority. It is strictly 
a bookkeeping procedure. 

Mr. Sayror. But this bill does provide that after this small basin 
account is set up that it will be integrated in the larger Columbia 
Basin account? 
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Mr. Utiman. Sir, the basin account, the over-all basin account has 
nothing whatsoever to do with the Columbia Valley Authority. It is 
not an administrative procedure, but a technical bookkeeping pro- 
cedure in order to manage a system and keep the books straight. 

It has nothing to do with the Columbia Valley Authority. 

Mr. Sartor. Are you in favor of the Columbia Valley Authority? 

Mr. Utiman. No: I am not. 

Mr. Sayvor. You stated that the tremendous value that this dam 
would have as flood control was important. I have been informed 
that at the largest flood that was ever had on the Columbia River, 
and if this dam were used, it would have affected the height of the 
river approximately eight-tenths of a foot: is that correct? 

Mr. Uriman. No, sir; that is not correct. The largest flood was 
in 1898. It would have very materially affected the flood. The flood 
in 1948 would have affected it. I believe you are correct, about eight- 
tenths of a foot, down in the Vanport area, and that may or may not 
have made the difference of going over the dikes. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. You say, in other words, along the line you think it 
would have had more benefit than that ? 

Mr. Utiman. We sincerely feel that the studies that have been made 
show that you can’t have any flood control, any good flood-control 
plan, unless you control the Snake there at Hells Canyon. We are 
very sincere in that. We have studied it for a long time. The Corps 
of Engineers reports all confirm it. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all. 

Mr. Bow. I would like to ask one question, Mr. Chairman, if you 
please. 

Mr. Enete. Mr. Bow. 

Mr. Bow. What is the advantage to navigation in the Snake River? 

Mr. Uriman. Just through the regulated releases at Hells Canyon, 
it will maintain the flow in the lower Snake where the ships come in. 

Mr. Bow. What navigation is there there ? 

Mr. Utiman. There is very material navigation up to at the present 
time, and when the lower Snake dams are built, which are author- 
ized, there will be a very considerable river navigation to Lewiston, 
Idaho. 

Mr. Bow. You feel this dam will aid navigation ? 

Mr. Uniman. It certainly will: yes, sir. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to ask unani- 
mous consent to prepare a series of interrogatories to submit to the 
Bureau of Reclamation on the question of constitutionality of this 
bill. 

Mr. Enorte. Without objection, the gentleman will be permitted 
to prepare his interrogatories and submit them to the departmental 
witnesses when we come back to the technical phases of the matter. 

Mr. Bow. We might save some time if I could do that. 

Mr. Enoir. That isa very fine suggestion. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. (See p. 620.) 

Mr. Berry ? 

Mr. Berry. Do you feel now is the time and place to spend this kind 
of money? 

Mr. Utiman. Sir, we are not asking for money. We are asking 
for authorization. 
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Mr. Berry. When will you ask for the money, next year? 

Mr. Unttman. That is in accordance with the wishes of Congress 
and in accordance with the need for national defense, but we have 
the situation right now; I think this is the time to save this site for 
multipurpose development because if we delay you will get a low 
head dam, you will never get multipurpose development, the Snake 
River will never be integrated in the system and you will never utilize 
the waters of the Snake. 

Mr. Berry. You say you are going to get a low head dam. How 
are you going to get it when the Federal Power Commission refuses 
to grant it ¢ 

Mr. Utiman. The Idaho Power Co. will build it. 

Mr. Berry. With or without authority ? 

Mr. Uruman. If they get a license. They have applied for a license 
tothe FPC. If they get it, they will build a dam. 

Mr. Berry. That has to be obtained from the Federal Power Com- 
mission. It has been denied time and time again; is that right ? 

Mr. Uttman. They have never made ruling on it, sir. They made 
just a preliminary application in 1947 which didn’t have to be ruled on. 
In 1950 they made their full application and it hasn’t been ruled on 
as yet. They are considering it. I feel that they will have to make 
a decision this summer. I feel that if this committee decides against 
Hells Canyon, against this bill, that there may be some danger (even 
though I myself from a study of the project don’t see how they can 
do so and still comply with the law that sets them up insofar as the 
law pertains to comprehensive development) that they might approve 
the bx Bow license. That is why it is important for this committee 
to think very carefully on this thing. 

Mr. Ene.r. Is that all? 

Mr. Berry. Yes, sir. 

Mr? Enate. Mr. Ullman, you can proceed, if you will, to introduce 
your next witness. 

Mr. Untiman. Thank you, sir. I would like to introduce next a 
brief statement from Mr. Don McGinnis, of LaGrande. 

Mrs. Arnotp. We have no prepared statement from him. 


STATEMENT OF DON McGINNIS, FARMER, LaGRANDE, OREG., WHEAT 
LEAGUE, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, GRANGE MEMBER 


Mr. McGrynis. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I am going 
to confine my short brief statements and hope I can have some ques- 
tions such as Mr. Ullman has had. I think it can clear up and bring 
out a lot of things that I probably won’t think of. I ama farmer. I 
will point it out on the map here. Near LaGrande, I live 20 miles 
from LaGrande on a farm. I am representing almost all the organi- 
zations and individuals in that county. We have very little opposi- 
tion to the Hells Canyon project in our county. We have te the 


nature of what opposition that is in Idaho and what opposition that 
has even existed up at Baker. This thing hasn’t just come up on the 
spur of the moment. It has been discussed among our groups. 

We are not interested in the technical phase, but in the over-all 
phase of this river development. I think we should remember when 
we talk about river development that we are not speaking in terms 
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of 10, 20, but as this lady over here mentioned, a while ago, grand- 
children and hundreds of years. That is what is important. 

The river is a resource. We have two resources in this country— 
our basic resources, land and water. Being a farmer I am very close 
tothe land. LTowna ranch and farm. What part dolown/ I own 
the top four inches of soil or the production that I can take therefrom. 
When I go on that ranch it has got to be farmed and production 
maintained. Doesn’t the same thing exist with our water‘ Haven't 
we got to look for the time when we will have to conserve this water ? 
Water is really the lifeblood of soil.’ 

The Hells Canyon Dam really does not add to any benefits of irri- 
gation at the site, but through time when we go down and finish 
development of this great waterway, that water that is saved at Hells 
Canyon Dam will be used for irrigation at a lower level. The same 
things go for benefits and navigation. I will point out one thing 
that you people are probably not familiar with: I live 300 miles from 
the city of Portland and I have to climb over the Blue Mountains 
from Pendleton. From there, it is a downgrade—the Columbia River 
Gorge to Portland. Our railroad goes that way, the U. P. Railroad. 

We also have barge transportation on the river, but the freight on 
a bushel of wheat from LaGrande, Oreg., to Portland, is approxi- 
mately 30 cents a bushel. With the development of these waterways 
when we will be able at such a time to have combination barge and 
rail rates, it will definitely mean a lot to the economy of agriculture 
in our part of the country and other industries. That is really 
stymying our freight; not that we are not well served by our rail- 
road, because we are. They take good care of us, but we still need 
competition. 

I am going to cut this short here and hope some of you people can 
think of some questions to ask because we have a lot of witnesses 
and there will be a lot of duplication here today so if anyone has any 
questions, if you please, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enoie. Are you ready, Mr. Crawford ¢ 

Mr. Crawrorp. Show us on the map where that 30 cents per bushel 
applies and is that rail or water or combination of the two? 

Mr. McGinnis. That is all rail. All we have, is rail. 

Mr. Crawrorp. How far are you from water? 

Mr. McGinnis. Approximately 10 miles to Umatilla. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Does the rail line run from your place to shipside ? 

Mr. McGinnis. Down to the barge, down to the river. 

Mr. Crawrorp. 130 miles? 

Mr. McGinnis. Yes. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Why do you not have combination water and rail 
haul? 

Mr. McGinnis. We do not have. We should have. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Why do you not have? 

Mr. McGinnis. I don’t know. There has been a lot of time and 
effort spent on that thing. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Who is your opposition ? 

Mr. McGrynis. Well, the railroads, and to a certain extent the 
development of our waterways. They are just coming into being. 

Mr. Crawrorp. I am assuming that you have good water trans- 
portation up to Pendleton; is that correct? 

Mr. McGinnis. No. Pendleton is 45 miles from Umatilla. 











168 HELLS CANYON DAM 


Mr. Crawrorp. How near to your place do you have good water 
transportation ? 

Mr. McGinnis. From my place it would be approximately 140 
miles, 120 miles from LaGrande. 

Mr. Crawrorp. And then who has opposed establishment of com- 
bination water and freight rates? 

Mr. McGinnis. That I can’t answer. I never went into the com- 
plications of this thing. I am not capable of answering that question. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Don’t you have a farmer in your area that can an- 
swer that question ? 

Mr. ietenne. We cannot get car unloadings at Umatilla at the 
present time on wheat, which is one of the few commodities being 
shipped down the river. I can truck to the river, but by the time I 
truck and pay barge rates, it is high. Our truck-rail rates are the 
same. You can haul either from LaGrande to Portland—— 

Mr. Crawrorp. If the Hells Canyon project is built, what do you 
think your freight rate will be? 

Mr. McGinnis. It is something that is not going to happen in 5 
minutes. It is going to take the entire development of this waterway 
which may take 50 vears. When that comes, it has got to come. 

Mr. Crawrorp. That is all. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. I would just like to ask one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Is it your contention, the contention of you gentlemen who are pro- 
ponents of this project, that the people themselves in your great State 
are overwhelmingly in favor of this project ? 

Mr. McGinnis. From our State, I would say yes. We have had no 
great deal of opposition to Hells Canyon Dam. We have been able 
to see the benefits that have been extended to those people on the Co- 
lumbia, once they receive these dams and what is happening and we 
would like to see it moved on up river. 

Mr. Morris. The point I wanted to get at is this: What method 
have you used to determine just what the people themselves think 
about it ? 

Mr. McGrynis. Well, as I said, this has been discussed in various 
organizations and with various individuals. The chamber of com- 
merce in LaGrande, I will use that as an example, sent out a ballot 
about a year ago; 82 percent were in favor of the Hells Canyon project 
in the chamber. 

Mr. Morris. That was 82 percent were in favor of the Hells Canyon 
- project in the chamber? 

Mr. McGinnis. Yes. 

Mr. Morrts. Will you name some other groups there that have had 
the matter presented to them? 

Mr. McGinnis. I can’t name in numbers, but the grange has always 
been on record. Our Farm Bureau locally is on record in favor of 
Hells Canyon locally, and all over the Farm Bureau is not. Just the 
County Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Morris. Would you say that those groups that have spoken on 
the matter, or declared themselves on the matter, do you think that 
thev have been well advised of the project ? 

Mr. McGrynis. The mechanics of the project as brought out awhile 
ago yes. What we are interested in first, however, is not the con- 
struction. Iam not a bit interested in construction; I would like to 
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see the authorization. Let’s tie this canyon up. I don’t think we 
should let this power issue confuse us—let’s work that out last. I 
think we should work out distribution of power, irrigation, and water 
rights, et cetera, with the people in the area. 

“Mr. Morris. These particular organizations have at least spent 
some time in studying the matter ? 

Mr. McGinnis. ‘There have been various copies of the bills that 
we could send and get. A group would study and report back. We 
have made some study of it. Not into all of the particulars however, 
but tried to approach it in an intelligent manner. 

Mr. Morgts. That is all. 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. No questions. 

Mr. Encur. Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Recan. Mr. Mc “Ginnis, is your principal interest or sole inter- 
est in the navigation features of this project ¢ 

Mr. McGuynis. That is one, navigation, and I think the flood- 
control issue should never be overlooked, with the development. 

Mr. Recan. Have the lands in your general area ever been flooded ¢ 

Mr. McGinnis. Not by the Columbia River. We have a river that 
runs through, and we do have a flood-control authorization authorized 
in the act of 1948. Due to this emergency it hasn’t been carried out. 

Mr. Reean. First is navigation, second is flood control. What is 
the third / 

Mr. McGinnis. Navigation, flood control, then I think the third 
benefit that shouldn’t be overlooked is when and if this is built, a 
large share of the revenue cost can be paid for in power. I don’t think 
we should overlook that. 

Mr. Reean. You have no lands that would be irrigated from this 
project ¢ 

Mr. McGinnis. No. I am a hill farmer and have no irrigation 
at all. 

Mr. Reean. That is all. 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. McGinnis, I didn’t intend to get into this dis- 
cussion today, but I was born and raised in Baker. I was up there 
three times last year, and spent more years in that county than I 
have spent in California, so I have a little idea of what you are talk- 
ing about. 

I cannot go without mentioning a false impression I think you have 
left with the committee. Now, Mr. McGinnis, you don’t mean to 
tell this committee that the transportation problem from up there, 
from McNary Dam and where you come on down the valley and 
land out near Umatilla, in that area, from that point is the only 
place that you can take any of your products; you can’t take it over 
to Hells Canyon because that canyon is, as you see, right there, one 
of the biggest mountain ranges in the area, and there is no trans- 
portation in that direction, so you go down to approximately Umatilla, 
Idaho, isn’t that true ¢ 

Mr. McGinnis. That is right. 

Mr. Poutson. At this very moment there is transportation from 
that point on. You have to go through the locks. It is true the various 
dams have locks, which allows them to bring it up. They are putting 
in more dams—the Dalles Dam—all of those require that you bring 
the water transportation up through the various locks, but reg: gardless 
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of whether Hells Canyons is there, you still have the water trans- 
portation at this very identical moment. Don’t tell me you don’t. 

Mr. McGinnis. I can’t use it economically. It does me no good. 

Mr. Pot son. It is there as far as the other is concerned, so Hells 
Canyon doesn’t mean a thing as far as that part of the transportation 
from Umatilla landing on down. 

Mr. McGinnis. It will in the over-all development of the transpor- 
tation system. Iam just one farmer. There area lot of other farmers. 

Mr. Povtson. I just want to say for the benefit of the committee 
that I just couldn’t let that statement go unchallenged because at this 
very moment they can bring up all of the barges and everything else 
goes up the river to that point. You say it goes up to Pasco already. 
So this would not make any difference. I am not going to ask any 
more questions, but I just wanted to state that I didn’t want you to 
leave that false impression. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Where are the headwaters of irrigation now as shown 
by the map, if the gentleman will yield for a question / 

Mr. Povtson. Yes. 

Mr. Crawrorp. In other words, how far up the river? Will some- 
one indicate on the map where navigation now operates. What is the 
name of that place / 

Mr. McGinnis Up to Kennewick at the present time. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Your barges and boats go to Kennewick ¢ 

Mr. McGinnis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Crawrorp. If Hells Canyon is built, how much farther up the 
river will they go? 

Mr. McGinnis. I understand in times of high water 

Mr. Crawrorp, I mean 9 or 10 months a year ?/ 

Mr. McGinnis. Up near the Lewiston area, we will have a witness 
testify on that, who knows the river problem. I am not an authority 
on that, but up in this river here, near Lewiston. 

Mr. Crawrorp. It is your understanding, then, that navigation will 
be available most of the year to the point you have just indicated on 
the map? 

Mr. McGinnis. I am not an authority on that. I can’t say. 

Mr. Crawrorp. What is your understanding / 

Mr. McGinnis. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Crawrorp. It will be available up that far? 

Mr. McGinnis. Parts of it. 

Mr. Crawrorp. If I can understand your mind, I can get along 
with you. If I can’t understand your mind, I can’t follow you. 

Mr. Poutson. I do want to say the freight rates are exorbitant. 
You only have the one railroad there. That is a great handicap to 
the entire eastern Oregon area. 

Mr. McGinnis. I think you will find that is the highest freight 
area in the United States. 

Mr. Poutson. That is right. 

Mr. Enate. Can we hurry along a little? Are there questions from 
this side? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Enate. This side? Mr. Budge? 

Mr. Buper. Just a couple of very short questions, Mr. McGinnis. 

The waters of this river never go anywhere near your area, do they 4 

Mr. McGinnis. No. 
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Mr. Buper. How many miles is the Snake River away from you? 

Mr. McGinnis. It is approximately 120 miles to drive over the road 
to Hells Canyon now. 

Mr. Bunce. If you follow the river from the last irrigated area in 
Idaho, of course you know there is no irrigation beyond Hells Can- 
yon; that would be probably four or five hundred ‘miles before the 
water ever gets down any place near you in the Columbia; is that 
right ? 

Mr. McGinnis. The Snake is nearer me than the Columbia. Our 
watershed is Snake River. 

Mr. Bunce. Your watershed contributes nothing to the Snake River, 
does it ? 

Mr. McGrynis. Water; whether it contributes or not, we have a 
tremendous load. It drains into the Snake River. 

Mr. Bupér. What water in Oregon—let’s put it this way: What 
percentage of the waters in the Snake River arise in the State of 
Oregon ¢ 

Mr. McGriynis. Percentagewise, I couldn’t say, but it is very small. 
There are a few small streams. 

Mr. Bunce. Actually it is about 3 percent of the water that is 
drained at Hells Canyon? 

Mr. McGrynis. It is a small amount. 

Mr. Bupee. Your State of Oregon is only interested in 3 percent of 
the water that will be impounded in this dam? 

Mr. McGrwynis. It is still half our river, as it runs along the border 
of the State. 

Mr. Bupee. You don’t produce only 3 percent. 

Mr. McGinnis. We don’t produce any of the wealth of the Snake 
River, if that is your question ; no. 

Mr. Bupee. I will yield back. 

Mr. Enoue. Mr. Berry? . 

Mr. Berry. No questions. 

Mr. Enote. Thank you very much, Mr. McGinnis. 

Mr. McGrwnis. I want to file these. 

(The information is as follows :) 

A BRIEF IN FAVOR OF THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE HELLS CANYON DAM AS A 

GOVERNMENT PROJECT ON BEHALF OF (1) OREGON WHEAT Leacur, (2) Union 


CouNTyY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, (3) NORTHEAST OREGON DEVELOPMENT ASSO- 
CIATION, UNION AND WALLOWA COUNTIES, (4) UNIon County PoMoNA GRANGE 





Gentlemen, my name is Donald McGinnis, a resident of La Grande in Union 
County, Oreg. I am presently engaged in farming 20 miles north of La Grande, 
Oreg. In appearing here today before you on the Hells Canyon Dam, I do so 
on behalf of the following organizations: (1) Oregon Wheat League, (2) Union 
County Chamber of Commerce, (3) Northeast Oregon Development Association 
comprising Union and Wallowa Counties, (4) Union County Pomona Grange. 

Their request for me to appear has probably resulted from my past and 
present activity with the above organizations. 

I have had the pleasure of serving as.president of the Union County Chamber 
of Commerce during 1950-51. I also served as president of the Oregon Wheat 
League during 1950-51. I am at present the president of the Pac fic Northwest 
Farm Council for 1951-53. This council includes the executive bodies of the 
granges, farm bureaus and farm unions, also wheat leagues of Oregon, Wash- 
ington, Idaho, and Montana. I am presently a member of the Oregon Wheat 
Commission as a result of an appointment to a 5-year term by the Gevernor of 
Oregon, 1951-56. I am also a member of the Columbia River Development 
Committee, River Transportation, for the Oregon Wheat League. 
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Herewith attached, are resolutions and authority, from the above-mentioned 
organizations, directing me to appear before this committee today on behalf of 
their interests direct and related to our natural resources, namely, our land, our 
timber, and our water and their preservation. 

Through our many programs of soil conservation, we are conserving our soil 
to the utmost and still maintaining high production on our farm lands. 

Our timber is being harvested in the mos® conservative manner to insure us 
an adequate supply of salable timber for the years to come. 

We know the comprehensive plan for development of the Columbia and Snake 
Rivers, as adopted by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation, 
and accept it to be the most feasible method to conserve our water resources 
that they might be properly used in the development of a sound program of 
navigation, flood control, reclamation, irrigation, and the development of electric 
energy. 

I appear here today on behalf of the above-mentioned organizations urging 
your recommendation for the authorization of the Hells Canyon Dam. We 
consider the Hells Canyon Dam the key dam in the development of the Columbia 
and Snake Rivers, realizing that we cannot have full utilization of our water 
resources Without the construction of this project. 

We would like to touch briefly upon some of the obvious benefits that would 
be assured as a result of the construction of Hells Canyon Dam: 

1. The electric energy produced by this project would assure the Nation and 
the Northwest augmented supply ef power so vitally needed in our national 
defense and to assure an ever expanding economy. 

2. Its value in flood control Cannot be measured in dollars. We cannot place 
dollar signs on American lives and property should another flood occur of the 
intensity of the 1948 flood disaster. 

3. It will assure us of inland navigation, providing an outlet for our com- 
modities, and encouraging the development of new industries along the river 
basin. 

Transportation would be in jeopardy in the event of a national emergency 
and without fully developed water transportation vital food products would 
not reach consumers. 

Government spending is at an all time high and generally used as opposition 
to Federal projects, however, we realize projects of this magnitude can only 
be built by the Government, to meet expediently our rapidly expanding needs. 
Hells Canyon Dam is economically sound because of its ability to produce cheap 
firm electrical energy. Hells Canyon Dam would, in most part, return to the 
Federal Treasury its cost plus interest on the investment over and above what 
it would return to the Federal Treasury in the form of an expanded national 
income. 

I have briefly touched upon some of the merits of Hells Canyon Dam, and 
would urge the authorization of this project. I cannot attempt to touch upon the 
multiple benefits of this project in the interest of time, realizing that you gen- 
tlemen have and are making a thorough study and investigation of the Hells 
Canyon project. 

I want to leave no doubt in your minds that I represent the majority of the 
people in my “rea who are interested enough to send me here to appear before 
you gentlemen, on behalf of this project. For example, the Union County 
Chamber of Commerce sent to its entire membership, ballots to determine their 
stand on Hells Canyon Dam as a Government project. Eighty-two percent re- 
plied in the aflirmative. The membership of the Union County Chamber of 
Commerce is composed of merchants, stockmen, farmers, as well as professional 
men. It is quite apparent that the support is overwhelming for this project. 
This membership consists of some 367 firms and individuals. 

From our experience, and with the many discussions of the Hells Canyon 
project, I can sincerely state that what opposition does exist to this project in 
the area, is influenced from a very small minority directly opposed to all Fed- 
eral power projects. The confusions as a result of this small minority group 
has delayed a long overdue development. 

In closing, we in the northeastern part of Oregon and those organizations 
that I represent, urgently request that you look with favor and approval on the 
Helis Canyon Dam and recommend that it be authorized and constructed at 
the earliest possible date. 


Mr. Utiman. With your permission, I will change the order of 
testimony. I certainly would like to appeal again to the Chair. We 
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have all these people and they come a long ways. We would like to 
get through. Some of them have reservations tomorrow to go back. 

This time I would like to turn the testimony over to Mr. Lloyd 
Tupling, of Boise, who will make a, brief statement and then intro- 
duce his other group of people from Idaho. Mr. Tupling. 


STATEMENT OF LLOYD TUPLING, PUBLISHER, STATEWIDE 
(WEEKLY NEWSPAPER), BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. Encir. We are glad to have you, Mr. Tupling. I notice you 
are a publisher by occupation. 

Mr. Turina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ener. Is your paper State-wide / 

Mr. Turtinc. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Eneir. You are the president of the Hells Canyon Develop- 
ment Association ? 

Mr. ‘Turtine. I am not. Tam a member of the association and 
head of the Boise chapter of the association. 

Mr. Enoie. Thank you very much. You may proceed to make 
your statement. 

Mr. Turtinc. Gentlemen, I have just a very brief statement to 
present and a large amount of supporting evidence. 

Mr. Ener. The box is full of supporting .evidence, is it, Mr. 
Tupling? 

Mr. Tuptine. My written statement is contained in a series of five 
editorials which appeared in present issues of my newspaper. I would 
like to file that as my written part of the testimony. 

Mr. Encore. They are editorials; are they / 

Mr. Tupiina. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enoir. Without objection, they will be made a part of the 
record. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Epirorr1Art No. 1 
DRAIN PIPE TO SEA 


“The danger of Idaho water rights being taken away to provide w: iter for 
Federal projects was explained by R. P. Parry, local attorney, * * *° 

“Turning to the proposed Hells Canyon Dam, Parry declared there is not 
enough water in the Snake River to fill its reservoir or keep it filled. He asked 
what is to prevent Federal officials from coming to Twin Falls and saying, ‘Look, 
you’re using too much water for irrigation—we need it worse at Hells Canyon.’ ” 

These are quotations from a news story published in the February 26 edition 
of the Twin Falls Times-News. Thus, for the thousandth time, another Idaho 
citizen, who chooses to act as a mouthpiece for Idaho Power, makes a statement 
which is untrue. Either Parry is utterly uninformed or deliberately misleading. 

For the years 1936 through 1949 never less than 10 million acre-feet of water 
flowed by a water measuring station at Oxbow in the Hells Canyon area. This 
was enough water to fill Hells Canyon Reservoir a minimum of twice in each 
year. In the high water year of 19483 when 19,800,000 acre-feet flowed into the 
canyon, the dam could have been drained to its last drop and refilled more than 
four times. 

So the Government will come to Twin Falls and demand that irrigation water 
be released from above there for power generators at Hells Canyon? Does Mr. 
Parry know that the total annual flow of the Snake River at a measuring sta- 
tion near Twin Falls during the water vear 1946 to 1947 was a measly 
2,307,000 acre-feet? The same year 13,190,000 acre-feet rolled past Oxbow. 
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Even if all the water in the Snake had been kept from going downstream at 
Twin Falls, there would have been enough in the river below to fill Hells Canyon 
Dam twice. 

Will a high Government dam at Hells Canyon be a menace to future irrigation 
or water rights? The facts say no. The facts are the flow of the Snake River 
and the future needs of reclamation in Idaho. 

It was estimated in a report on “Water Utilization in the Snake River Basin” 
issued in 1935 that an additional 1,300,000 acres may be eventually irrigated 
in the Snake River Basin which includes 109,000 square miles in Wyoming, 
Utah, Nevada, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. At that time 2,700,000 acres 
of land in the basin had been brought under reclamation. Idaho itself has 
about 21% million acres irrigated in the Snake River Basin and elsewhere. Pre- 
suming with wild optimism even 3 million additional acres could be brought 
under irrigation in Idaho, and all of it on the Snake and its tributaries, how 
much water would that take? 

The answer can be found in a 1938 report called the Geology and Ground- 
Water Resources of the Snake River Plain in Southeastern Idaho. The water 
scientists estimate that “the total amount of irrigation water consumed by 
crops on 900,000 acres of irrigated land at the assumed rate of 1.7 acre-feet to 
the acre would be 1,530,000 acre-feet.” Thereiore, to irrigate another 3,000,000 
acres on the Snake would require 5,100,000 acre-feet of water. This would be 
less than half the entire flow of the Snake past Oxbow, good years and bad 
from 19388 through 1949. 

Even if through some miracle an additional 3,000,000 acres could be irrigated 
in Idaho on the Snake River, there would be enough water left to fill Hells Can- 
yon Dam and keep its turbines turning. 

Actually there will never be a need for that much additional water for recla- 
mation. The Bureau of Reclamation figures that a maximum of 3,000,000 acre- 
feet of water annually will be needed for new irrigation projects on the Snake 
River. It recognized the paramount importance of future reclamation and 
drew its plans for Hells Canyon Dam with an allowance for a depletion of the 
river tlow of 3,000,000 acre-feet. 

It would take a miracle to utilize much of the lower waters of the unique 
Snake River for irrigation. Ages ago the Snake cut channels through the plains 
in its basin. Today the water pours from the mountains, some as high as 12,500 
feet, and on its way much of the water disappears underground and travels 
along the old river channels. The water reappears in the thousands of springs 
in the Hagerman area. While the runoff of the Snake near Twin Falls in 
1946-47 was only 2,307,000 acre-feet, at a measuring station in the Hagerman 
Valley below Lower Salmon it had increased almost three times to 6,625,000 
acre-feet. From there on to Hells Canyon it doubled again to 13,190,000 acre-feet. 

It has not been financially practical to lift the water of the Snake to reclaim 
desert land below the point where the huge underground flow enters the river. 
Some of the underground flow is being tapped with deep irrigation wells. Even 
the proposed watering of the Mountain Home desert through use of the waters 
of the Boise and Payette Rivers has been stopped by the high cost of the project, 
more than $1,000 an acre. 

Reclamation does not necessarily conflict with power production on a river; 
sometimes it helps by maintaining an even flow of water the year around. This 
is true in Hells Canyon. The critical low water months at that point in the 
river are July, August, and September. In the years from 1923 through 1934, 
the water flow at Oxbow during the three summer months dropped below 8,000 
second-feet 14 times. Since 1935 the river has never run less than 8,000 second- 
feet at this measuring station. Irrigation has slowed the rapid runoffs of tribu- 
tary streams and maintained a more even flow in the Snake during summer. 

While Idaho Power spokesmen have been telling farmers that a Federal bogey- 
man was trying to sneak into the State and snatch their rights, this righteous 
utility has been building dams which do have priority claims on water that 
could endanger future reclamation. 
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Idaho Power filed a claim with the State in June 1950 to appropriate 16,000 
second-feet of the water of the Snake River at the C. J. Strike Dam site. The 
Interior Department argued before the Federal Power Commission that a license 
for the dam should contain a condition to protect future irrigation developments 
against claims of rights to water at the Strike plant. The Idaho Power opposed 
this condition and it was not included in the license. 

Many Idahoans do not realize that the State, not the Federal Government, von- 
trols water rights. This right the State reserved to itself in the constitution. 
An amendment to the constitution ratified in 1928 gave the State the authority 
to regulate and limit the amount of water that could be used to produce power. 
The amendment gave domestic users and irrigation priority over power. The 
amendment also makes it possible to condemn a water right for a more vital use. 

Water laws allow all comers to file a claim. The water right is completed 
when the water has been diverted and put to beneficial use. Water rights can 
be developed without going through the Idaho Department of Reclamation by 
simply diverting the water and putting it to “beneficial use.” The water on a 
river is not regulated until the various rights have been established by court 
proceedings. Then a water district is formed (there are 80 in Idaho) and the 
use of the stream regulated. The water rights on the Payette and Lemhi Rivers 
and the Snake River below Milner Dam have not yet been adjudicated. 

The one rule that holds on water rights is “first in time is first in right.” When 
water flows through the generators at the new C. J. Strike Dam, Idaho Power 
will have established its.water right to a maximum 16,000 second-feet of Snake 
River water. Its right will be secondary to those filed earlier and will have 
precedence over any claims to water made later. 

The Idaho Department of Reclamation did not establish if there was that 
much unappropriated water available for the power plant. The department 
assumed that Idaho Power had made its own investigation and was satisfied that 
the water was available. The Snake river flow at a measuring station at Murphy, 
which is below the C. J. Strike Dam, during the 1946-47 water year fluctuated 
from a high of 32,400 second-feet to a minimum of 5,780 second-feet. 

Before American Falls Reservoir was completed, a contract was drawn in 
1923 between the Bureau of Reclamation and the Idaho Power Co. The contract 
granted these concessions to Idaho Power : 

$940,000 for water rights. 

A primary water right on 45,000 acre-feet of water in the reservoir. The utility 
can use this water at will whether there is enough water for other purposes or 
not. A secondary water right was granted the utility on 255,000 acre-feet of 
water. This water right, however, had a number of conditions. 

Will future upstream reclamation projects be forced to reimburse Idaho Power 
for water rights at Bliss and C, J. Strike Dam? Such an added cost would add 
a heavy financial burden which might make some new upstream irrigation de- 
velopments impractical. Another point that has not been mentioned: Idaho 
Power must have a constant flow of water for its C. J. Strike Dam. This same 
water will roll on down to Hells Canyon since there are no major, feasible irriga- 
tion projects that could use the waters of the Snake between the Strike Dam 
and Hells Canyon. In other words, the Idaho Power water rights at Grandview 
assure water for power in Hells Canyon. 

Idaho Power's proposed five low dams in Hells Canyon would require a con- 
stant flow of water from upstream to keep the generators turning since these 
dams would not have storage water to release when the river ran low. It is 
obvious that a high dam would be a much better protection for water rights 
since 3,800,000 acre-feet of water could be released at will to firm the river 
flow. Again it is the low Idaho Power dams, not the high government dam, that 
might menace water rights. 

To make sure that reclamation has a positive priority over power, the legisla- 
tion for construction of Hells Canyon dam should include some such statement 
as this: “All future applications for irrigation water, private or public, will 
have precedence over water for power on the Snake River.” There is no doubt 
that the Bureau of Reclamation would agree to such a proviso, but would Idaho 
Power accept such a condition on water rights for its five low dams? 
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Even though Idaho uses much more of the waters of the Snake for irrigation 
and all other purposes than it did in long ago 1924, the river flow at Oxbow 
remains much the same. Here are the figures for your own study. Don’t worry 
about their accuracy. They were compiled by the United States Geological 
Survey whose experts are interested only in facts: 


River measurements at Oxbow 


Acre-feet Acre-feet 

discaryed annually discharged annually 
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Do those figures indicate that the water supply of the Snake River in Hells 
Canyon has become so depleted through upstream use that a great power dam 
should not be erected? 

The Snake river through Hells Canyon is Idaho’s drainpipe to the sea. All 
that water cannot be lifted magically upstream and dumped on thirsty acres. 
Much of it has already watered land once and maybe twice and then drained 
away. Some of it came from your bathtub, washbowl, sink. Now it is useless, 
wasted, running out of Idaho. It could be utilized once more to the great 
benefit of Idaho if Hells Caynon dam were built. 

The power from that dam would bring wealth to Idaho through new industry, 
development of mineral resources, improved crop yields through low-cost phos- 
phate fertilizer. It would create a scenic attraction that would lure tourists. 
Finally, it would pay for itself and the profits from power could be assigned 
to finance new reclamation projects. Ask Idaho Power if its five low dams 
will help pay for future irrigation of new land. 


I-pITORIAL NO, 2 
THe WortH or A GREAT LAKE 


A high dam in Hells Canyon would create a 93-mile lake winding through 
the rock walls of the gorge back toward Weiser. Impounded by the giant 
blockade of concrete and steel would be a maximum of 4,400,000 acre-feet of 
water, of which 3,800,000 acre-feet could be released for power production. This 
would be a storage capacity more than 10 times greater than Arrowrock Dam. 
Idaho Power's five low dams, if built, would create only small pools. Of what 
worth would be this great lake in Hells Canyon whose waters could not be 
diverted to reclamation? 

Flood experts estimate that 25,000,000 acre-feet of storage capacity is needed 
on the tributaries of the Columbia to control that stream in years of high 
water. This could be such a year and flood damage in 1952 could exceed the 
entire cost of Hells Canyon Dam. Not that this dam alone could stop a flood, 
but it could aid. Idaho Power's five low dams would be no help at all. 

Each taxpayer in the Nation has a small investment in the $395,300,000 spent 
in developing the Columbia River power system under the Bonneville Power 
Administration. That investment will be repaid sooner than the 50-year orig- 
inal schedule. A high dam at Hells Canyon would increase the value of this 
Columbia River power property by all of us. Controlled release of water from 
Hells Canyon would integrate its power production with downstream genera- 
tors to produce more than a million kilowatts of new power, about three times 
the possible production of Idaho Power's five low dams. The low dams, by 
blocking full utilization of the river, would cause a considerable loss in value 
to public power plants on the Columbia. 
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Sut Idaho is not too concerned abcut floods in the lower Columbia Basin or 
even full utilization of the power potential of the river. Let Oregon drown and 
why worry about losing money on a Government investment. What's in it for 
us here in Idaho if a great lake is formed? Two things: Navigation and 
recreation. 

No steamers could ply from Weiser to the Pacific, for they would have to be 
equipped with wings to sail over the dams blocking their way to the sea. There 
would, however, be some 90 miles of lake that could be used for cheap water 
transportation from the canyon to the railhead at Huntington, Oreg. What is 
there to haul from the desolate canyon? Ore, perhaps a great treasure trove of 
ore. Until thorough testing no one can say definitely how much ore lies hidden 
in the bleak Seven Devils in Idaho and the Wallowas in Oregon. Until there 
is cheap transportation to bring out the ore, it’s not worth while finding out. 

Right now there are no major producing mines in the area. During World 
War I, however, the Irondyke mine was said to have produced from 1917 to 
1918 the second largest amount of copper in the United States. The Red Ledge 
mine has 59 claims and the Idaho Copper Co. about 40 in the area. These rival 
companies are now involved in litigation. Idaho Copper has spent about $2 
million in development work. Mining engineers and geologists have made 
favorable reports. One of the most optimistic compared the copper lode to the 
mountains of ore at Butte. There is free gold which can be recovered with the 
copper. The ore lies back in the canyons, higher than the reservoir site. The 
rock of the canyon is solid enough that tunnels could be drilled beneath the 
reservoir if ore were found there. Small electric smelters have proved practi- 
cal for small mines. Hells Canyon Dam could provide cheap power for such 
smelters. If Idaho Power were to build five low dams, there would be no 
waterway to the mineral wealth of Hells Canyon. 

The word “recreation” appears to be a feeble argument for the construction 
of a dam. Don’t underrate it. Recreation is a multi-billion-dollar business in 
the United States. The possibilities offered by a high dam in Hells Canyon 
are unlimited. 

The highest dam in the deepest gorge on the continent would be an attraction 
that should far outdraw anything that Idaho could invent to lure the tourist. 
Remote and hard to reach? So is Hoover Dam on the Colorado, but note these 
figures carefully : 403,908 persons last year took the guided tour through Hoover 
Dam. The National Park Service counted 2,052.786 cars that visited the Lake 
Mead recreational area behind Hoover Dam. These half a million visitors to 
the dam and the 2 million carloads that drove to the lake back of Hoover Dam 
spent enough to make the tourist industry one of the financial mainstays of 
Nevada. 

All Idaho will benefit from the tourists who sidetrack to see the gorge of Hells 
Canyon and the dam. Those from the East, whose itinerary usually includes 
Yellowstone Park, must travel through all of eastern and southern Idaho to reach 
Hells Canyon. Travelers from the West would logically resume their journey 
on US 30 through southern Idaho. Those from the North would have only one 
highway, all in Idaho, to reach the canyon. It would require an absolute mini- 
mum of one day in Idaho to see Hells Canyon. The cost of that day to the 
tourist would be at least $10. If only the same number as visited Hoover Dam 
last year came to Hells Canyon, the almost half a million who took the guided 
tour would leave about $5 million in Idaho and the 2 million carloads who came 
to the recreational area behind the dam would spend $40 million since each car 
would presumably contain at least two persons. 

Some of the best fishing in this area centers at two man-made reservoirs: 
Magie and Owyhee. There is every reason to presume that Hells Canyon Re- 
servoir could become an even more famous fish pond. If it does, the income from 
this recreation would be astonishing. It is estimated that at least 2,000 south- 
ern Idahoans now buy a $15 nonresident Oregon license each year to fish at 
Okyhee reservoir, which is extremely difficult to reach. That’s $30,000 that 
Oregon makes on Idaho sportsmen for this one item alone. The cost of the 
license is a small part of the expense of an ardent fisherman. He may own a 
$1,000 boat, as some do who fish Owyhee. (Did you know that in the United 
States there are 3% million private boats which cost from $35 to $250,000?) The 
fisherman must also buy tackle, food, gas, and lodging. Sandpoint estimated 
that 60,000 fishermen, almost half of them nonresidents, fished at Lake Pend 
Oreille, home of the giant Kamloops trout, in 1951, 
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The Hells Canyon Lake would be a waterway to a back country wonderland 
that many would want to visit to fish, to hunt, and to see the scenic beauty. 
Each would leave a sizable contribution to Idaho business. This is a resource 
that could last as long as the rock walls of the canyon. 





EpiroriaL No. 3 


POWER AND POPULATION 


Idaho would have had a natural increase of 91,000 citizens during the 1940-50 
decade if all residents had remained in the State and none others entered during 
the 10 years. A virile people, we had 91.000 more births than deaths during 
the decade. When census takers counted noses in 1950, Idaho population had 
climbed only 63,764. Somewhere along the line we lost 27,000 citizens. 

Americans are becoming nomads. A fifth of the people moves each year. 
They hunt opportunity and settle where they find it. Why have the populations 
of Oregon and Washington increased more than Idaho? What new element 
created more opportunity in those State? Statewide believes that one definite 
answer is power—industrial electricity produced by Government generators and 
sold at low cost. The two tables printed below prove that there is a definite 
correlation between power and population. The first shows the increase in 
generation of power in the three States and the second, the rise in population : 


Generation of power 


{Millions of kilowatt-hours} 











| | Percentage 
1940 1950 increase 
_—--—__——__- — - —- ——$—$ $$ — Bing ———_-—— —— | — ———— —_— — 
(hl tag A I EN a DORN to No went Put HE 1,175.3 | 2, 535.8 115.8 
_ ASR sa eae ene ian Cee a ay ht ee FS | 1,739.9 | 5, 544.0 218.6 
_ Eee ea ae ae Eo epee oe 3, 944, 2 | 17, 372. 4 340.5 
Sat idl RB lala lle ee noni Remade | | 6,850.4} 25,452. 2 271.1 
Source: Federal Power Commission. 
Increase in population 
ell Pils ea Page ea WM eg EES 7 | | , P 
| *ercentage 
1940 | 1950 He tena 
— op tp ar cea 
as eit a saci dbealands chs snddedbves stebbadeas oes 524, 873 | 588, 637 | 12.1 
| SSSA RA rea SEE Sa aie eet pes Ph DOM 1, 089, 684 | 1, 521, 341 | 39.6 
ei ae 1, 736, 191 2, 378, 963 37.0 
Gc Gi disitnico cin rnithebaaitetbemai | 3,350,748 | 4, 488, 941 | 34.0 


Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census. 


Each 8-percent increase in Northwest power production brought a 1-percent 
increase in population. 

The proposal to build a high dam at Hells Canyon would set aside 300,000 kilo- 
watts for Idaho. This is almost twice the average load of 155,000 kilowatts 
produced by Idaho Power in 1950. Would Idaho Power equal the power guaran- 
teed the State by the Federal Government? Perhaps, if it could find consumers 
that could afford to pay its high rates. 

The history of Idaho Power and other utilities shows that they are primarily 
interested in profit, as any private corporation should be. Idaho Power first 
electrified cities where there was a mass market for power. Farmers had to 
pay the cost of transmission lines. Even today Idaho Power charges penalty 
rates if you use power to heat your home, or push your domestic power consump- 
tion beyond an amount easy to supply. Small shops that use big quantities of 
power for only a short time are assessed on the basis of peak use. Idaho Power 
has installed relays to shut off water heaters during certain hours so that more 
dams would not have to be built. Idaho Power tries to squeeze every nickel 
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out of each kilowatt of power that it produces. This, of course, is a commendable 
practice for a business firm. Some opponents of the utility even snidely contend 
that Idaho Power reduces voltage to make its kilowatts stretch further. 

Low-cost Federal power brought new industries to Oregon and Washington. 
The experience would be the same in Idaho. Here we have vast phosphate beds 
awaiting development through cheap power. Idaho is rich in metals. Titanium 
and aluminum require vast quantities of power for processing. Aluminum is 
the most plentiful of all the metals. General Electric’s scientists today are try- 
ing to replace scarce copper with aluminum. Motors are being wound with 
aluminum wire instead of copper. The Bell system is running tests on alumi- 
num cable to carry conversations. 

Idaho and the Northwest is in an excellent position to become the light-metals 
center of the world in this new “age of aluminum,” but it will take cheap power. 

Some say that development of phosphates or light metals in Idaho would 
provide few opportunities for workers. It might be well to study how Idahoans 
“arma living. In January, 50,125 were employed in agriculture, 18,300 in manu- 
facturing and 110,900 in all other pursuits. This is a total working force of 
about 179,200 supporting a population of almost 600,000, a ratio of one worker 
supporting two in addition to himself. 

Idaho has too few workers actually producing something to market. Counting 
all the producers, those employed by agriculture, manufacturing, and mining, 
there are only 74,425. All the rest of Idaho’s workers, 105,000, live off these 
producers. Since most of the producers are employed in agriculture and food 
processing, their wages are low. 

If a small industry were to hire only 5,000 actual producers, jobs would be 
created for another 5,000 in the service industries. With the ratio of one worker 
supporting three, the new small industry would allow a population expansion 
of 30,000. 

Idaho Power propaganda warns that “It’s your pocketbook that will help pay 
for unnecessary Government spending at Hells Canyon.” Two aspects of this 
statement are amusing. For one thing, the Idaho Power hires the same con- 
tractors to build its dam as does the Government. Does Idaho Power infer 
the Morrison-Knudsen Construction Co. would do a less efficient job on a Govern- 
ment dam than it would for a private utility? 

The taxpayer will make, rather than lose, on his investment in government dams 
on the Columbia River. The repayment period for Bonneville Dam was fixed 
a 50 years, beginning with 1945. By the end of the 1951 fiscal year, 14 percent of 
the repayment period had elapsed. In those 6 years Bonneville Dam has repaid 
$16,800,000 or 27 percent of the capital investment of $59,700,000. Grand Coulee’s 
repayment report is equally encouraging. The capital investment there totaled 
$138,400,000 on June 30, 1951. Total repayment on this amount was $63,600,000, 
with expenses amounting to $40,600,000. The amount repaid on the capital in- 
vestment amounted to $23 million or 17 percent. The original schedule for Grand 
Coulee called for only an $8 million repayment by June 1951. Before 50 years, 
these dams will pay for themselves and from then on United States taxpayers will 
make a clear profit on their investment. 

Hells Canyon Dam would bring Idaho long needed industrial expansion. 
Since this Government dam would pay for itself and make a profit after 50 
years, how can it logically be opposed by any citizen who is interested in the 
future of his State? 





Eprroriat No. 4 
PusBLic Versus PrivATeE Power 


Should the Idaho Power or the Federal Government control the electrical 
horsepower that surges through Hells Canyon on the Snake River? Your answer 
to this question will have a vital impact on the future of Idaho. The answer 
should not be given hastily until you know enough of the facts to make an 
intelligent decision. 

Statewide is convinced that the Reclamation Bureau's plan for development 
of Hells Canyon is superior to the counter proposal of Idaho Power. This news- 
paper will try to give you the reasoning which led to this conclusion. 

Before an intelligent discussion can begin some oi the propaganda slogans 
that have been used so effectively by Idaho Power must be dissected. 

Private enterprise or socialistic government control is the only choice that 
adherents of Idaho Power insist that Idahoans have to make. First, Statewide 
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would disagree that Idaho Power deserves to hide behind the cloak of “private 
enterprise” as the term is generally understood. Idaho Power has a Govern- 
ment granted monopoly to supply electricity in its area. Competition would 
not be allowed, nor would it be practical if it were permitted. 

“Socialistic government control” is a phrase that brings shudders as it is 
insidiously coupled in the mind with the horror of living under such govern- 
ments as those imposed upon nations by Hitler, Mussolini, and Stalin. If one 
stops to consider that we the people still maintain absolute governing power in 
these United States, then the phrase “socialistic government control” loses much 
of its force. Do Idaho Power supporters contend that we can trust a private 
corporation more than we can trust ourselves, our Government which we are 
free to choose and change? If our Government is corrupt, inefficient, wasteful, 
it is our fault for not picking more wisely at the polls. Merely because we are 
presently disgusted with Government is a poor reason to hand over one of our 
finest resources, a great river, to a power company if it could be better developed 
with Federal funds. 

How about the Idaho Power Co.? Could we force it to change policy or per- 
‘sonnel, as we could government? Try it some time. Governor Len Jordan and 
his administration, great friends of private power, are attempting something 
similar to that right now. American Power plans to sell off Washington Water 
Power to public utility districts. ordan and others don't like the idea. Do 
you suppose that American Power paid any attention to their objections to the 
sale? No, it didn’t. Who do you suppose was asked to block the sale?) Why, 
agencies of the Federal Government, the same Government that Jordan wouldn't 
trust to administer the power resources of the Snake. 

Private power dams pay taxes and Federal plants don’t. That's another 
argument presented by Idaho Power. Statewide disagrees. Idaho Power doesn’t 
pay one cent of taxes. That statement demands an explanation. Stockholders 
of Idaho Power advanced the money that built the dams, generators, trans- 
mission lines, and other apparatus necessary to deliver power to a customer. 
From then on the customer pays all costs of operating the power company, and 
that includes taxes. Statewide’s home bill of $10.30 last month was divided 
by Idaho Power into a number of parts that went for salaries, upkeep, taxes, 
and propaganda. Yes, you as a power user are paying the entire cost of the 
propaganda campaign now being waged to prevent you, through your Govern- 
ment, from controlling a river that belongs to you. 

If the Hells Canyon question were merely a dispute over whether Idaho Power 
or the Federal Government should build the same project with the same benefits, 
Statewide would concede the decision to Idaho Power without another word. 
This is not the case. Benefits of the Federal dam would be far superior. Next 
week Statewide will discuss some of these benefits. 





EpirorraAL No. 5 
Hetits CANYON DAM Facts 


Location: Ninety-three miles downstream from Weiser on Snake River in 
deepest gorge on continent. River at dam site is boundary between Idaho and 
Oregon. Size, highest in world (742 feet) and third largest. Will require 6 
million cubie yards of cement. Cost, S358 million. Power sales will repay 
95 nercent of cost of dam with 3 percent interest in 50 years, 

Power production * * * generators at dam will produce 688,000 kilowatts 
of firm power the year around. In addition Hells Canyon will increase power 
output of other downstream dams. Total direct and indirect power output will 
be 1,120,000 kilowatts. 


THE FIVE GILOST DAMS 


Way back in 1906 a Baker, Oreg., paper headlined hot news: Hells Canyon 
power would be harnessed * * * Southern Idaho and Eastern Oregon would 
become the industrial center of the Northwest when the strength of the mighty 
Snake was converted to kilowatts. <A private utility (one of the predecessors 
of the Idaho Power Co.), would do all this. 

Forty-six years later the Idaho Power still sits on its haunches watching the 
Snake spend its energy dashing through the chasm of Hells Canyon. The 
silence of this long and brooding watch over a river which it regards as its own 
is now punctuated by jealous barks of anguish as the Government threatens to 
develop this wasted national resource. While its paid propagandists hot-foot 
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it around the State to convince the people that they have no business considering 
developing the river themselves through their Government, Idaho Power piously 
promises that it will dam the Snake no less than five times in Hells Canyon. 

When and how? Will it be 5 or 50 years before Idaho Power builds its 
dams? State-wide presumed that the proper place to find the answer weuld 
be the annual report of the Idaho Power Co. to its stockholders so the 1950 
statement was obtained and studied from front to back. Nowhere in this 
report does Idaho Power tell its investors about its $176,825,000 plan to place 
five low dams on the Snake. The conclusion is inescapable that they are 
ghost structures hastily devised on paper by Idaho Power engineers for propa- 
ganda to stall construction of the high dam proposed by the Reclamation 
Service. 

Although Idaho Power's 1950 report to stockholders gives no information 
about the nebulous five dams, it does contain other figures which are pertinent. 
Idaho Power had invested $101,600,000 through 1950 to produce and deliver 
an average load of 155,000 kilowatts. Now the company claims that for an 
expenditure of $176 million for the five low head dams it can produce, and ap 
parently deliver, 478,000 kilowatts. The only conclusion that can be drawn 
from these figures is that the company’s engineers have been building power 
plants at the wrong bends in the river, and that they should have constructed 
the five cheap dams in the Hells Canyon area years ago instead of wasting 
stockholders’ money on the high-priced developments they now have. Probably 
the Idaho Power would answer this with the assertion that only a part of the 
$101 million invested by 1950 had gone into dams and that the rest had been 
invested in necessary facilities to bring the power to the consumer. If this 
answer is valid, then the $176 million figure set by Idaho Power for the five 
dams is fraudulent since it makes no allowance for transmission lines and other 
facilities needed to deliver the power. 

Even if the five dams were feasible and could be build for $176 million, how 
would Idaho Power obtain the money to construct them in “2 or 214 years” as 
claimed in a propaganda broadside? Washington Water power bragged of a 
major financial achievement when it scraped together $40 million to build the 
Cabinet Gorge power plant in north Idaho. During the 10 years from 1940 
to 1950, the company found the capital to increase its plant investment from $35 
million to $101 million—a gain of $66 million. At that rate of expansion, of 
which the Idaho Power is justly proud, it would take almost 30 vears of investing 
every cent of fresh capital in Hell’s Canyon before the five dams would be 
constructed. 

Another circumstance may make the Idaho Power dams impossible to con- 
struct. The Snake in Hell's Canyon area has 2 banks, one in Idaho, the 
other in Oregon. It is questionable if Idaho Power could obtain permission 
to anchor one end of each of five dams on Oregon property. Certainly, Oregon 
would be mighty interested in such matters as the designation of the power 
and how the State would share in taxes paid by the Idaho Power. 

Idaho Power does have a power plant in the Hell’s Canyon sector. It is at 
Oxbow. Why hasn't it been developed? The utility complains that a high 
dam would flood out its Oxbow property. A committee of the Lewiston Or- 
chards local of the Farmers’ Union became interested and made a trip to 
Oxbow. This committee, composed of Art Ketehum, Guy Stewart and M. E. 
Stickney, made the following statements in a report on their trip: 

“Photographs brought back by the group show weeds growing around obsolete 
machinery; retaining walls in an advanced state of disrepair; motors stripped 
of wiring and with layer on layer of dust and grime, and a general air of 
abandonment. Machinery and equipment has been left out in the open to 
deteriorate and rust away. Such abandonment of the plant with no provision 
to protect it from the elements shows that Idaho Power has no intention of 
using the plant in the future. 

“Oxbow is producing nothing now. If kept in operating condition and ex- 
panded, it could have produced a large amount of power. Now, however, it 
would take hundreds of thousands of dollars to put the plant back in operation.” 

Idaho Power is right when it states that it will keep up with the demand 
for power, but it fails to mention what type of power. The company is speaking 
of high-cost retail power which it profitably sells to Idaho consumers. Gen- 
erating vast quantities of low-cost industrial power, such as the big blocks of 
electricity sold at wholesale rates by Bonneville power, would not be feasible 
for a private, profitwise utility such as Idaho Power. There is enough power 
produced now for retail sale in Idaho to do the odd, light jobs around the 
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house and in small commercial establishments. What is needed is a huge 
quantity of low-cost power to lure new industry to the State. The industry 
won’t come until the power is available, and Idaho Power wouldn't take the 
risk of constructing its five dams on the Snake until there is a demand for 
each kilowatt at profitable rates. Without expansion of industry through 
low-cost power there will be no need for huge blocks of retail electricity such 
as Idaho Power would produce at its five dams. You'll have to wait until you 
are in the spirit world before you can see Idaho Power's five ghost dams span 
the Snake. 

Mr. Tupiine. I am the publisher of a weekly newspaper in Boise 
Idaho, and I came here at my own expense to testify in support of 
Hells Canyon bill and to help correct the impression that Idahoans 
are opposed to this project. 

I believe that the Hells Canyon bill provides the framework for 
accomplishing a number of beneficial objectives for the people of 
Idaho, for the Pacific Northwest and for the Nation. All of us in 
Idaho are interested in developing industry in the State and in irri- 
gating more land; the desirability of these objectives cannot be re- 
futed. I believe that Hells Canyon Dam is the key to their attain- 
ment. 

I am interested in creating an economic climate in Idaho in which 
free competitive enterprise will grow and prosper. I am interested 
in creating a political climate where democratic processes will not be 
stifled but will have a chance to expand. I believe that the benefits 
from Hells Canyon Dam will help accomplish both these things. 

Idaho is now principally a raw-materials-producing State. This 
has many disadvantages from the standpoint of the people who live 
there. By their very nature industries such as agriculture, mining, 
and lumbering are beset by unemployment cycles. For instance, 
Idaho farms provided employment for 90,000 people at the peak of 
last year’s harvest. Three months later, with harvest over and spring 
planting many months away, farm employment totaled about 50,000— 
a decline of about 45 percent. The cyclical valleys and peaks in ém- 
a deer are not desirable for a balanced, progressive economy. I 
velieve that the industrial growth resulting from building Hells 
Canyon Dam will absorb some of this wasted human resource which 
Idaho has. 

Secondly, a raw-material-producing economy, does not provide a 
stable nor sufficiently broad tax base. Asa result the services provided 
by our State government are inadequate. Our educational program, 
our roads, our public health, our public-assistance programs suffer. 
The industry which will seek out Hells Canyon power in Idaho will 
help broaden our tax base. Our schools, our roads, and our other 
local governmental services will be improved. 

We need Hells Canyon power to diversify the economy of Idaho. 
My home county is the most populous in the State. More than 70,000 
people reside there. Yet, less than 1,400 are engaged in manufac- 
turing. Less than 2 percent are engaged in converting Idaho’s raw 
materials into real wealth. 

Idaho has many undeveloped natural resources, Idaho has an un- 
used labor force, Idaho has a passably adequate transportation sys- 
tem. But Idaho lacks the fourth thing which is generally recognized 
as essential for activating a balanced, progressive economy. It lacks 
the low-cost power needed to bring about full use of the other things 
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which go into developing an industrial system. That is why we need 
Hell’s enven Dam. 

We want to be permitted in Idaho to go ahead and develop the land 
and mineral and raw-materials resources which we have. We are 
tired of being the captive colonly of outside financial interests. We 
need your help to proceed toward a better future in Idaho. 

I am here primarily to show you that the people of Idaho want the 
benefits which will come from a project like Hells Canyon Dam. I 
also want to indicate to you the nature and origin of the opposition 
to the Hells Canyon Dam bill. The opposition has been generated 
largely by the Idaho Power Co. I have been a ieikthalioer in the 
company since 1947 and I can’t understand the policy of company 
officials in opposing this project. The record shows that private util- 
ities in Oregon and Washington which are retailing power from Grand 
Coulee and Bonneville Dams are twice as well off as they were in 
1939 before this mass of Government power was made available. As 
a stockholder, I believe the Idaho Power Co. will be one of the chief 
beneficiaries from construction of Hells Canyon Dam. 

In regard to the opposition which has been aroused against Hells 
Canyon, I wish to state unequivocally that the organizations which 
have passed resolutions against Hells Canyon Dam have not had an 
opportunity to hear our side of the story. 

I have some material here to expand on that brief written statement 
and it will only take a few minutes to go over it. 

I pointed out that the power company had generated the largest 
amount of opposition to the project. They have been assisted in that 

task by several organizations, one of which is the Idaho State Recla- 
mation Association. I have here letters from the association to irri- 
gation districts and canal companies asking them for resolutions on 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

I think it. is important for you gentlemen in this committee to prop- 
erly judge the sentiment for and against this bill to know the associa- 
tion between the power company and the Idaho State Reclamation 
Association, which has spearheaded the attack. 

I have here letters or statements from the Oregon and Washington 
Public Utilities Commission, which shows that the association, the 
Idaho State Reclamation Association, received large contributions 
from the private utilities operating in the State. 

Now, I would like to go from there to show you what support there 
is for Hells Canyon in our area. 

Mr. Enair. Do you have some letters that you want a part of the 
record, Mr. Tupling ? 

Mr. Turwtne. Yes, sir; I would like to have these inserted in the 
record. 

Mr. Encie. Without objection, they will be inserted as part of the 
gentleman’s testimony. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

SALEM, OrEG., February 18, 1952. 


HEtits CANYON ASSOCIATION, 
Boise, Idaho. 


(Attention: Mr. G. H. R. Taylor, corresponding secretary. ) 


GENTLEMEN : In accordance with the request contained in your letter of Feb- 
ruary 14, there is set forth herein the amount of contributions by the Idaho 
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Power Co. to the following associations for the years 1950 and 1951, as reported 
in its annual budgets filed with this office : 


1950: 
-*acific Northwest Development Association____.-..._---------------- $500 
idano State Recamation Association............._..........-...-......-.- 45 
1951: 
Pacific Northwest Development Association _.-......--------------- 500 
Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation Project, Ine____------- a 


The California-Pacific Utilities Co. made no contributions to any of the organi- 
zations listed in your letter hereinabove referred to during the years 1950 and 
1951, according to its budgets filed with this office. 

As the Washington Water Power does not operate within the State of Oregon, 
it files no budget report or annual report of its operations with this office. 

During the year 1951 the Idaho Power Co. made a contribution of $250 to the 
Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation Project, Inc., but we tind nothing in 
their budget having been contributed to the Southwestern Idaho Water Users 
Association, as listed in your letter. No contributions were made to the Oregon 
Reclamation Association, the Washington Reclamation Association, or the 
Idaho Development Association by the Idaho Power Co. during the year 1950 
or 1951, 

All of the contributions listed above made by the Idaho Power Co. were charged 
to account 538, miscellaneous income deductions, and not to operating expenses. 

We trust the above fully answers your inquiry. 

Very truly yours, 
CHAS. H. Henrzer, Commissioner. 
J. L. KeENNepy, Chief Accountant. 


WASHINGTON PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION, 

Olympia, February 18, 1952. 

Mr. G. H. R. Tayvor, 
Corresponding Secretary, Hells Canyon Association, 
Boise, Idaho. 
Dear Mr. TAYLor: At your request we have checked the Washington Water 

Power Co.’s annual report for 1950 and find the company made the following 
contributions during 1950: 


Washington State Reclamation Association__ be a> 
Idaho Development Association ..-.~._________~ ee aes cgrtiesbinacce ae 
Idaho State Reclamation Association___.__________-___-__________ ie 450 


The commission has not received the company’s annual report for 1951, 
so we have no record of 1951 contributions, if any, to the above organizations. 
The Idaho Power Co. is not subject to this commission’s jurisdiction, so we 
have no information on that company. Since it is regulated by the Idaho 
Public Service Commission, you may obtain the desired information from that 
commission. The Washington Water Power Co. is also subject to the Idaho 
commission’s jurisdiction and its past annual reports are no doubt available 
at the commission’s office in Boise for your consideration. 
Yours very truly, 
WASHINGTON PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION, 
(Mrs.) VirGinta Barker, Assistant Secretary. 





IDAHO STATE RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, 
Boise, Idaho, February 4, 1952. 
IRRIGATION DISTRICTS. 
CANAL COMPANIES. 


GENTLEMEN: As water users we are sure you are vitally interested in H. R. 
5743, “a bill to authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
initial phase of the Snake River reclamation project by the Secretary of the 
Interior—Hells Canyon, which was introduced by Congressman Murdock (by 
request) and which is now before the House Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 
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We are compiling a file of resolutions which have been adopted by canal 
companies and irrigation districts pertaining to Hells Canyon legislation and 
would appreciate receiving a copy of any action which your organization may 
have taken at your earliest convenience. 

Please forward the copy of your resolution to Idaho State Reclamation Asso- 
ciation, room 107, State House, Boise, Idaho. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES H, WeELTEROTH, President. 


IpANO STATE RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, 
Boise, Idaho, March 15, 1952. 


IRRIGATION DISTRICTS. 
CANAL COMPANIES. 
(Attention: Secretary.) 

GENTLEMEN: The annual meetings of water users’ associations have not been 
held, and the large groups such as district 36 comprising the upper Snake River, 
Twin Falls Canal Co., North Side Canal Co., Boise River Water Users’ Associa- 
tion and the Payette River Water Users’ Association have taken action in 
opposition to H. R. 5743, the Hells Canyon authorization bill, copy of which 
is enclosed. 

We have received copies of resolutions passed by these and other districts, 
but we are anxious to have a complete file of such resolutions at the earliest 
possible date. If resolutions have not been sent to this office, please send them 
immediately. If your district board has not taken action, we hope you will do 
so promptly. Congressional hearings are scheduled to begin on this bill on 
March 26, and it is important that your position be expressed to the subcommittee. 

Since we have already received the action of districts representing nearly 
2,000,000 acres of irrigated land, this being the overwhelming majority, and 
since all irrigation districts so far recorded are in opposition to the Hells 
Canyon proposal, the association is taking action to present our views in defense 
of water rights under State law. A committee composed on N. V. Sharp, Filer, 
chairman; Ival H. Goslin, Aberdeen, and James H. Young, Fruitland, has been 
appointed for the purpose. 


STATE ASSOCIATION DUES 


Your annual dues for the Idaho State Reclamation Association are needed at 
this time. This is a year in which there are many important and serious issues 
which may have an adverse effect apon reclamation and irrigation, and the 
association must be continually equipped to meet them. 

Most of the districts have been carrying out the recommendation adopted at 
both the Twin Falls meeting in 1950 and the Idaho Falls meeting last year 
that “all canal companies, irrigation districts and water users make annual 
contributions to this association for its support in the amount of at least one- 
fourth cent per acre.” 

ANNUAL MEETING 800N 


Dates for the 1952 annual meeting of the association at Boise will be set and 

announced saeon, 
Sincerely yours, 
CuarLtes H. Wevtreroru, President 

In order that our files may be up-to-date, please complete the enclosed form 
and return to this office, together with your resolution. 

Mr. Turina. Ira H. Masters, Secretary of the State of Idaho, has 
asked me to present his testimony on behalf of the Hells Canyon Dam. 
I would like to read a small portion of his testimony and urge the 
members of the committee to read it in full. 

Mr. Ener. Who is this gentleman ? 

Mr. Turiine. Ira H. Masters, Secretary of State of the State of 


Idaho. 
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Mr. Masters led his ticket, the Democratic ticket, in the last election, 
and he is quite a vote getter. At the time of the election in which he 
ran, with the late President Roosevelt, Mr. Masters received more votes 
than that great vote getter. 

Mr. Masters says in part in his testimony, “Idaho is part of the 
development program of the great Northwest territory, to provide 
farms and homes for our young people and women coming home from 
the service of their country. ‘The total area under irrigation at pres- 
ent in Idaho is in the neighborhood of 21% million acres but there 1s 
approximately three million acres of potential rich land which needs 
the waters of the Snake River which is flowing to the sea each year. 


In the same operation, this water can be utilized to produce electric energy 
for the manufacturing and creating of new industries in this far-west territory. 
Other States have far outstripped Idaho in creating small manufacturing projects 
Which require large amounts of power for the development and growth. 


I don’t intend to read this statement in full. We are very short of 
time, and I have seven other witnesses who I want to have you hear. 
I would urge all members of the committee to read this testimony 
from Ira Masters. 

Mr. Eneéie. Without objection, Mr. Masters’ statement will be made 
a part of the record, following the presentation of Mr. Tupling. 

(The statement is as follows:) 

IpAnHo Neeps Hetts Canyon DAM 
(By Ira H. Masters, secretary of state and a former daily newspaperman ) 


Idaho is a part of the development program of the great Northwest territory 
to provide farms and homes for our young men and young women coming home 
from the service of their country. The total area under irrigation in Idaho at 
the present time is in the neighborhood of two and a half million acres. But 
there is approximately 3,000,000 acres of potential rich land which needs the 
waters of the Snake River, which is flowing to the sea each year. In the same 
operation this water can be utilized to produce electric energy for the manufac- 
turing and creating of new industries in this far west territory. Other States 
have far outstripped Idaho in creating small manufacturing projects which 
require large amounts of power for their development and growth. Oregon and 
Washington are two of the most outstanding examples of what additional power 
means in the development of a community. 

Most of the progress and growth in Idaho is due to a very small number of 
progressive citizens with daring enough to go ahead regardless of criticism and 
abuse. These men have pioneered these many new projects in the Gem State 
and the West. Just now, most of those forces opposing the building of the 
Hell's Canyon Dam and this power project are motivated by selfish interests or 
are paid lobbyists of the power trust. 

The Idaho Power Co. has lit the smelly smudgepot to send up clouds of con- 
fusion to prevent the people of our great State from knowing the truth of the 
Hell’s Canyon Dam. No campaign in the history of Idaho has been so hypo- 
critical as the highly organized campaign of falsification that has covered our 
State on behalf of the five low dams. Stooges of every description are at work 
for the company. 

Door-to-door solicitation of business houses have been made. Door-to-door 
solicitation of farm houses has been made. Lies, and more lies, have been told. 
Dozens and dozens of organizations have passed resolutions against the Hells 
Canyon Dam who have never heard a speaker in favor of the project. Ques- 
tionnaires have been passed out and votes taken, the wording so slanted that 
the people can only give one answer “against.”” The recent Nampa Chamber 
of Commerce questionnaire is an example. 

The whole underhanded fight against Hells Canyon is the greatest propa- 
ganda effort in the history of the Northwest, surpassing even that waged against 
the Grand Coulee Dam. 

Jonsistency, thou art a jewel. 
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So-called irrigation leaders, such as Charles Welteroth and N. V. Sharp, will 
testify here against this great development. On the one hand they point to 
the west and say, “That project is socialistic.’ To the east they point to 
Palisades Dam and say, “That is sound Americanism.” Both projects produce 
power, both would make revenues available from the sale of power to help 
with irrigation, both would provide flood control. 

Yes, this is an orgy of the hypocrites, 

These so-called irrigation leaders point to Hells Canyon and tell the farmers 
of the Snake River Basin, “Watch out; Hells Canyon and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion will steal your water rights.” 

That scare has caused thousands of farmers to oppose the project. Any 
lawyer, except Mr. R. P. (Pat) Parry, who first approved the legislation and 
then suddenly changed his mind, will tell you full protection is provided to 
not only existing water rights but to the use of Snake River water to irrigate 
new land. If there isn’t suflicient water in the river for both Hells Canyon 
power plant and irrigation; irrigation comes first. However, if the present 
language isn’t definite enough, why hasn't Congressman Budge or Governor 
Len Jordan come up with stronger protection? Why not? Because they want 
to hide behind this water-right falsification. If they remove that smoke-screen, 
they haven't much left to talk about. 

Mr. Welteroth and Mr. Sharp are saying the Bureau of Reclamation will 
steal your water right by Hells Canyon. These men were strong supporters 
for Palisades Dam, which also has what they say is a socialistic power plant. 
The Bureau of Reclamation can operate Palisades power plant in such a way 
that it would not affect existing water rights. But Mr. Welteroth and Mr. Sharp 
and Governor Jordan and Congressman Budge have never opened their mouths 
to fight Palisades. Why not? Because with them consistency isn’t a jewel. 
In other words the Bureau is a scoundrel at Hell's Canyon and an angel at 
Palisades. 

Leaders of the Idaho Republican Party ought to look at their hole card in 
opposing Hells Canyon Dam. It is proving mighty embarrassing for Repub- 
licans from Idaho and Republicans from the State of Washington to appear 
on the same platform. ‘The Republican Party in the State of Washington is 
wholeheartedly for Grand Coulee Dam. It has said so in resolutions and no 
Republican dares to campaign for an election by calling Grand Coulee Dam 
socialistic. 

May I offer here parts of an editorial in Statewide under date of March 
6, 1952. This publication says: “Turning to the proposed Hells Canyon Dam, 
Attorney R. P. Parry, of Twin Falls, declared there is not enough water in 
the Snake River to fill its reservoir or keep it filled. Thus, for the thousandth 
time, another Idaho citizen who chooses to act as a mouthpiece for Idaho 
Power makes a statement which is untrue. Either Parry is utterly uninformed 
or deliberately misleading. 

“For the years 1936 through 1949 never less than 10 million acre-feet of water 
flowed by a water-measuring station at Oxbow in the Hells Canyon area. 
This was enough water to fill Hells Canyon Reservoir a minimum of twice in 
each year. In the high water year of 1943 when 19,800,000 acre-feet flowed into 
the canyon, the dam could have been drained to its last drop and refilled more 
than four times.” 

Grand Coulee power revenues are used to make irrigation of the Columbia 
River Basin feasible, to help farmers bring more land into cultivation for the 
growing people of our great Northwest. Hells Canyon power revenues would 
do the same thing. The two projects are alike. 

Another word in connection with Grand Coulee. In the old days, the same 
Vicious fight was waged against Grand Coulee. Now not a soul is to be found 
who will admit that he ever opposed Grand Coulee. The same thing will happen 
in this State. The people who are now fighting Hells Canyon, in the years ahead 
when this great structure is making its tremendous contribution to the economy 
of the State, and Idaho is growing as rapidly as Washington and Oregon because 
of Hells Canyon, will then be sneaking down back alleys, their heads bowed in 
shame, thinking of the opposition they are now expressing. And they will be 
denying in the days ahead, that they ever opposed the Hells Canyon Dam. 
Among these will be the stockholders of the Idaho Power Co. for their company 
will be making more profits retailing Hells Canyon power than the company is 
now making. That is the story of the Washington Water Power Co. with power 
from the Grand Coulee Dam, 
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How wrong can you be? A few years ago, when construction of the Hungry 
Horse Dam in Montana had not yet been started, the Idaho Statesman maligned 
the project with the statement that there would be no market for the power. 
What a waste this Hungry Horse project would be. Today, what is the story, 
with the dam not yet complete. Already a quarter million kilowatts of power, 
nearly all of it, has been contracted for by industrial firms, a chemical company 
and an industrial plant, and believe it or not the Montana Power Co. They are 
siying the same thing about Hells Canyon contribution to industry in Idaho. 
Mav I repeat my question. How wrong can you be? Ask the people at Hungry 
Horse Dam. 

The so-called irrigation leaders are gnashing their teeth—or so they would 
like to have you believe—about the threat to irrigation water rights. These 
same people, and they include the Honorable Governor Jordan, have never 
expressed the slightest concern about the threat to water rights being made by 
the Idaho Power Co. 

What protection of upstream water rights is there, for instance, in the C. J. 
Strike permit? None. What protection will there be if the five low dams are 
bui't in T'ells Canyon? The same answer: None. Oh yes, the power company 
says, “Why, just trust us. We're good fellows. When irrigation needs more 
water and there isn’t enough for both of us, we'll just give you our share.” Do 
you think for a minute that the controlling stockholders back in New England 
will pass out-their profits that freely? I don’t. Any sensible man will agree 
with me. For don’t think for a second that this company is home-controlled, 
it is under the close domination of big stockholders far removed from Idaho. 

Others will say the State of Idaho will prevent the Idaho Power Co. from lay- 
ine claim to the water of the Snake. Any lawyer will tell you that once a right is 
given a company, no State or Federal agency can take it away without paying 
for it. So, in the years ahead, mark my words. the same water users who are 
ofratd of Hells Canyon will find themselves robbed of their precious water by 
the Idaho Power Co., and having to pay dearly for it to get it back. That is 
the real threat to our State—the taking of our waters by a private company. 

The company will insist on telling this committee there is no shortage of power 
in Idaho. Why are our hot-water heaters turned off in the afternoon leaving 
cold water for the family bath if two other members have preceded you? The 
company has to do this to meet its peak loads in the early evening. The com- 
pany will insist there is no demand for power that it has not met. I analyze 
that statement in the same way as I would analyze the business of a grocery. 
If } sell bread at 30 cents a loaf, Tl be able to meet the demand for bread 
alright, for my business will be small. But the people will be going to another 
grocery store where they can buy bread for 18 cents a loaf. That’s what is 
happening in our Northwest. All industries are going to Washington or Oregon, 
where they can buy power at a low cost. With the high cost of Idaho Power 
energy, no wonder the company can meet demands. No one wants the power 
at the cost it is being sold. 

Much talk has been made in this State about the Idaho Power Co. being a 
private-enterprise corporation, yet, this is not the facts in the case. It is a 
private monopoly chartered under the laws of Idaho, and the Idaho Publie Utili- 
ties Commission sustains them as a monopoly. In other words no one is per- 
mitted to enter into competition with the power company without first getting 
a permit from the Idaho Publie Utilities Commission. If you think differently, 
try going into business in competition with the Idaho Power Co. without such a 
permit. 

On the one hand the Governor urges great new irrigation development—on 
the other he opposes multipurpose projects that would provide the power and 
revenues to. make projects possible. 

In other words Governor Jordan today stands at the crossroads in our State. 
If he persists in following the path of the Idaho Power Co., irrigation develop- 
ment comes to a standstill. If he takes the other road, toward development of 
our natural resources for multipurpose use, he will lead the way to a new day 
of opportunity through irrigation for our young farm boys and girls. There 
is only one course for Governor Jordan to take if he has the interest of all the 


people at heart. If he takes the other position, against Hells Canyon, his name 


will be indelibly stamped on history’s record alongside of those who called the 
West “The Great American Desert,’ alongside of those who scoffed at Lewis 
and Clark as they set out to explore this new country, and alongside those who 
called the Grand Coulee Dam the “most colossal fraud ever perpetrated on the 
American people.” All were wrong. 
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I am making all these statements to make it clear to the members of this 
committee that the people of our State have been greatly misled. But even at 
that the majority of our people are for Hells Canyon—our laboring people, the 
grass-roots farmers, our small-business men. Our businessmen are not talking 
because they fear it means loss of business. This group will find that the 
resolutions to be presented here today will represent a far greater number of 
people than will those of the Idaho Power Co. 

While I have referred to the Republican Party in this statement, I want to 
emphasize that Hells Canyon legislation is a bipartisan issue. There are many 
Republicans supporting the project. And there will be more as the truth comes 
out about the Idaho Power Co. claims, and the influence of the company in the 
reclamation organizations and other groups is revealed for all to see. 

What sort of a mandate from the people of Idaho will Governor Len Jordan 
carry to Washington with him to speak for them? Has he ever taken a census 
or asked even for a straw vote on how the great mass of the people stand on the 
Hells Canyon project? “No.” He has accepted his advice and counsel from 
the power trust. It is my contention now, just as it was a year ago, when I 
wired Secretary of the Interior Chapman, that over half the voters of Idaho 
were in favor of the construction of Hells Canyon Dam. 

His trip to Washington is a reflection on the ability of the four GOP members 
of our congressional delegation. In other words, this trip makes it appear that 
the four elective members of our congressional delegation are so puny that they 
cannot do the job for which they were elected, and the Governor has to make a 
long trip back to Washington and pinch-hit for them. 

As Secretary of State I look after the tourist publicity in Idaho, and I will 
be proud when the time comes that I can advertise and publicize that we have 
the highest dam in the world in the most rugged canyon in the West. The Grand 
Coulee Dam has approximately 300,000 visitors annually and Hells Canyon will 
soon outstrip this number. If these tourists leave $18 to $20 a day, Idaho 
would be enriched by this new tourist account by over $5 million a year. Our 
suggestion to you tired lawmakers is, “Spend a week in rugged Idaho.” 

In conclusion, let me urge for the “unrepresented” people of my State, which 
is the majority of the people—that you authorize the Hells Canyon Dam. This 
great dam will stimulate our economy like no other single thing has stimulated 
it. It will help turn our sagebrush into fertile fields. It will create opportu- 
nity in businesses and on the farms, for our young people, who are now leaving 
the State. It will bring up our per capita income, which is now below the na- 
tional average. Yes, I say with shame, our people earn less than the average 
for the Nation. Hells Canyon will bring new industry. Hells Canyon will 
create a new, great tax base for the State. Hells Canyon will help people in 
the flood areas downstream. Hells Canyon will activate our mines. Hells 
Canyon will strengthen our Nation for the national defense. Hells Canyon will 
be the keystone for meeting the power and food needs of the growing population 
of the Northwest and for the Nation. Yes, Hells Canyon, as Senator Morse said, 
is a “symbol of sound Americanism.” 


Mr. Turtine. As far as I know, the only time the elected repre- 
sentatives of Idaho have acted on legislation concerning Hells Can- 
yon was at the 1949 session when both Houses endorsed and recom- 
mended passage by Congress, of the Bureau of the Army Engineers’ 
comprehensive Columbia River program. The Hells Canyon project 
was a major part of that program. I have here photosatic copies of 
that Senate Joint Memorial No. 9, to the Congress of the United 
States, and the vote taken. 

The vote in the house of representatives was 59 to nothing. In the 
senate, it was 27 to 3, in favor of the comprehensive development pro- 
gram of which Hells Canyon was a part. 

T would like to introduce these photostatic copies as part of my tes- 
timony. 

Mr. Enerr. Without objection, they will be made a part of the 
record. 


21139—52—-ser. 20-——13 
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(The photostatic copies are as follows :) 
{House Journal, March 3, 1949} 


The question being: “Shall Senate Joint Memorial No. 9 pass?” 

Roll call resulted as follows: 

AYES—Albright, Allen, Andrus, Averill, Barrett, Bell, Blaser, Brewer, Budge 
(Ada), Budge (Oneida), Coiner, Davis, Dinnison, Doolittle, Finkel, Gaffney, 
Gardner (Bingham), Gardner (Payette), Gooch, Gowey, Green, Gunnell, Gwart- 
ney, Hampton, Hanson, Hasbrouck, Hechtner, Jensen, Kaschmitter, Kempfer, 
Kirkland, Lauridsen, Lowe, Machen, Mendenhall, Merrill, Miller (Ada), Miller 
(Boundary), Miller (Elmore), Mills (Boise), Mills (Latah), Murdock, O'Leary, 
Pyle, Ryan, Schwiebert, Sewell, Smith, Snow, Stodghill, Tate, Vernon, Vetter, 
Waddeups, Westerlund, Willes, Wilson, Young, Mr. Speaker. Total—59. 

NAYS—None. 

Total—dd. 

Whereupon the speaker declared Senate Joint Memorial No. 9 passed. 

Title was approved and Senate Joint Memorial No. 9 ordered returned to the 
senate. 


[Senate Journal, February 25, 1949] 


Senate Joint Memorial No. 9 was read the third time at length, section by 
section, and placed before the senate for final consideration, the question being, 
“Shall the memorial be adopted?” 

Roll call resulted as follows: 

AYES—Andrus, Bandelin, Canyon, Costley, Deal, Graham, Hamilton, Hicks, 
Ingalls, Irwin, Jensen, Johnston, Lowry. Meadows, Middlemist, Nock, Orme, 
Phillips, Roberts, Snook, Soelberg, Sorensen, Steenson, Thornton, Wall, Wil- 
liams (Gem). Total—27. 

NAYS—Jones, Starr, Wright. Total—s3. 

Absent and not voting—Welker and Williams (Bingham). Total—2. 

Excused—Bahr, Baumhoff, Blackstock, Bolton, Brocke, Burstedt, Buxton, 
Call, Campbell (Adams), Campbell (Shoshone), Clark, and Taylor. Total—12. 

Whereupon the president declared the memorial adopted and ordered it 
transmitted to the house, 


[Senate Journal, February 19, 1949] 
SENATE JOINT Memontat No. 9 
BY STATE AFFAIRS COMMITTER 


“To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled : 

“We, your mnemorialists, the Legislature of the State of Idaho, respectfully 
represent that: 

“Whereas the Corps of Engineers of the United States Army, pursuant to an 
authorization of the Connnittee on Commerce of the United States Senate, 
adopted September 24, 1948, have completed a review report of the Columbia 
River and its tributaries; and 

“Whereas the Department of the Interior has completed a report on the com- 
prehensive development of the water resources of the Columbia River Basin as 
authorized by the United States Congress in the act of June 17, 1902 (82 Stat. 
388), and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto; and 

“Whereas the plans of the Corps of Engineers and of the Department of the 
Interior both contemplate the construction of multipurpose dams and other im- 
provements on the Columbia River and its tributaries in the interest of irrigation, 
flood control, navigation, power and other beneficial uses, and as reported in a 
joint announcement the technical differences in the two plans have now been or 
are to be reconciled and the two plans complement each other; and 

“Whereas there is an immediate and urgent need for certain of the projects 
recoinmended for immediate authorization in both reports: therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Senate of the State of Idaho, the House of Representatives 
concurring, That we most respectfully urge that all steps possible be taken imme- 
diately to the end that a unified, integrated, and well coordinated plan for 
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the development of the natural resources of the Columbia Basin endorsed and 
recommended by both the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Army Engi- 
neers be presented to Congress for early adoption and authorization for construc- 
tion by suid agencies and that insofar as practical funds be appropriated there- 
for; be it further 

“Resolved, That the secretary of state of the State of Idaho be, and he hereby 
is directed to forward copies of this memorial to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and to all of the 
Senators and Representatives of the States of Idaho, Wyoming, Oregon, and 
Washington,” was introduced, read the first time at length, and referred to the 
State Affairs Committee. 

Mr. Turuinc. I have here 61 resolutions from organizations in Ore- 
gon, Washington, and Idaho in favor of the construction of Hells 
Canyon Dam. To the best of my knowledge, these organizations rep- 
resent in excess of 100,000 people in that area. They come from such 
organizations as the Black Canyon Water Users Association, in Idaho; 
the Idaho State Federation of Labor, with 13,000 members; the 
Northwest Council, Union Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers, with 
6,000 workers; Washington State Federation of Labor, Oregon State 
Federation of Labor, Oregon State Grange; the international execu- 
tive board of the Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers, and so forth. 

I would like to have these resolutions included as part of my 
testimony. 

Mr. Reean. Mr. Chairman, since those resolutions all probably 
have the same subject matter, couldn't we list the organizations ¢ 

Mr. Enate. The resolutions will be made a part of the file, but not 
a part of the record. 

I may say at this point that this record is going to become tremen- 
dously voluminous and at the appropriate time, I expect to suggest 
to the committee that we make some arrangement with regard to the 
record so the court reporter will not be including in the transcript 
prepared statements which merely have to be retyped and rewritten 
into the court reporter’s transcript. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Turtina. The assertion was made here yesterday by a member 
of this committee that there didn’t seem to be any support for Hells 
Canyon Dam in the State of Idaho. 

I have here a report from the recording secretary of our association, 
which was prepared on March 25, 1952. It shows 7,943 members in 
the Idaho-Oregon-Hells Canyon Association. Of that total 4,074 
members were in cities and towns in the State of Idaho. IT would like 
to include the information about the status of membership in our 
organization as a part of my testimony. 

Mr. Encore. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record. 

(The report is as follows :) 

To the Honorable Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 

GENTLEMEN: I am a writer by profession. For many years I have also been 
a director of statistics and research in the field of public welfare, both in Idaho 
and Nevada. Except for the appended report to you on our membership, how- 
ever, I shall deliberately avoid statistics. For when the turmoil and the dis- 
putation dies about the facts and figures of Hell’s Canyon Dam, there remain two 
elements that are of far greater importance—people, and the ideas that cause 
them to act. 
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It is my deeply held belief that the remarkable and continuing growth of our 
strictly amateur Idaho-Oregon Hell’s Canyon Association has come about as a 
result of the stimulating effect of a positive idea which is setting afire the imagi- 
nations of my fellow citizens in this region—the Hell’s Canyon idea. For the 
dam to be constructed at Hell’s Canyon is far more than a colossal mass of 
masonry and steel. It is the creative concept guiding the way by which its 
potentialities will be used that makes meaningful its blueprints and engineering 
specifications. 

Occasionally we Americans find ourselves wandering away from the democratic 
path. This is true at the present period of our national life. We are frustrated, 
more than a little cynical and afraid. Afraid of the ultimate implications and 
responsibilities of freedom which men of good will from the time of Jefferson to 
now have steadfastly held before us as the inescapable elements of a free society. 

We find our actions becoming more and more impelled by negation. Our great 
natural and human wealth is being prodigally spent in preparation for that most 
destructive of human activities—war. Suspicion, fear, and intolerance are the 
dark shapes at our shoulders, urging us on. 

Is it any wonder, then, that the warm, generous human impulses awaiting 
release in every human being instinctively turn away from this miasma of nega- 
tion when brought face to face with a strong, affirmative ideal that can be 
embraced with faith and confidence? 

In our own section of the Pacific Northwest the Hell’s Canyon idea is causing 
people to act. Like a catalytic agent in a chemical compound it is transforming 
the outlook of our people here. It is beginning to restore in them the old yet 
always new vision of a good life of abundance achieved through democratic action. 
And they are grasping the great truth that one essence of democracy is creation 
through cooperation. 

They see that the magnificent storehouse of material and human wealth with 
which our region is endowed must and can be developed, used, and conserved 
fully and wisely through the united efforts of its inhabitants. In the disinter- 
ested act of creation lies the greatest joy at consummation, and the highest 
merit. 

That is why the meaning of Hell’s Canyon Dam to all of us is so much more 
than the physical attributes of the dam and the austere language of its enabling 
legislation. The fight for Hell’s Canyon Dam is but one limited sector of the 
great struggle for economic democracy that rages throughout our land. In this 
fight for a better life through our cooperative efforts and by the positive policies 
of a far-seeing Government, we are bound to win. 

Attached for your information is a report of status of the membership of the 
Idaho-Hell’s Canyon Association as of March 25, 1952. 

G. H. R. Taytor, 
Corresponding Secretary, Idaho-Oregon Hell’s Canyon Association. 


Report of status of membership of Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association as 
of Mar. 25, 1952 
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Summary of status of membership 


oa rig 
Members Percent of 





total 
 iertdne dh dtdeiddectdcacecutueseeeeretenenesousueenins - 4,074 51.2 
Oregon ..--.--- nbiiedinnntinn pigs cubs dbdidgiiea megaman 3, 593 45.2 
Washington - §cckiganupnentdbaateniaeaan. a 269 3.5 
All other. - -- : ‘ EK AS EN 7 1 
7, 943 100.0 


Totai..... : : jahisneabinbeinia — 


NOTES 


The Idaho-Oregon Hell’s Canyon Association began its organizing campaign in January 1952 with 358 


members. In slightly less than 3 months of organizing there has been an increase of 7,583 members, or more 


than twentyfold to March 25. 
2. In Idaho: Members in 144 different localities, 
3. In Oregon: Members in 77 different localities. 
4. In Washington: Members in 29 different localities. 

I hereby certify that to the best of my knowledge each membership pledge 
card represents an individual adult citizen who has formally endorsed the High 
Dam at Hells Canyon. I also certify, to my best knowledge, the petitions repre- 
sent signatures of real persons, adult citizens, endorsing the High Dam at Hells 
Canyon. 

G. H. R. TayYvor, 
Corresponding Secretary, 
Idaho-Oregon Helis Canyon Association. 

Marcu 25, 1952. 

Mr. Sayvor. Mr. Chairman, at this point in the record I would like 
permission to read a telegram, copy of which I understand has also 
been forwarded to the Chairman 

Mr. Enevr. The Chairman has received about 500 communications, 
none of which or very few of which he has any opportunity to read, 
and at a later time, in this proceeding, we will try to get a summary 
of those for reference in the printed record of these proceedings. 

Mr. Sayuor. This one I think is of particular interest, especially 
since the Hells Canyon Association has just been brought up in view 
of the comments that were made on the floor of the House yesterday 
when the House was considering the Interior Department’s appropria- 
tion bill; some questions came up as to what was or what was not 
propaganda. 

This is a telegram addressed to a member of the committee : 





Wish to call your attention to methods used in urging REA members to take 
out membership in Hells Canyon Association. Dues are described as a member- 
ship fee of $1. Is not necessary, but is very beneficial to the cause. Applica- 
tion and money, if any, are to be forwarded to the Lewistown REA office. I per- 
sonally object to the use of the REA personnel, office, and building facilities 
as Hells Canyon headquarters and promotional agency, as I am opposed to the 
Government building Hells Canyon Dam. Please consider the above information 
in determining the value of the associations’ testimony. Letter containing the 
above-mentioned inserts being forwarded by air mail. Copy of this telegram 
to the Hon. Clair Engle. 

Don Jartn, Genesee, Idaho. 


Mr. Enéie. You are going to refer to what you have in that box? 
Is that a series of petitions / 

Mr. Turing, I believe this material I have here is germane, in view 
of the statement which has just been read. 

The impression I believe that the person who sent that telegram, 
the impression that they hope to convey, was that this information I 
am presenting to you had something to do with that. 
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This group of petitions which I have here are individually signed. 
This is what they say on them. 

We, the undersigned, citizens of the State of Idaho, believe in the full develop- 
ment of water resources of the Snake River, and urge and request that the Federal 
Government build a high dam at Hells Canyon at once. 

None of this material that I have is from that solicitation made to the 
REA’s. 

Mr. Ener. How many of those petitions do you have, Mr. Tupling? 

Mr. Turtina. I will have to refer to this report here to get you 
the exact figure. I have 7,943 here. 

Mr. Enawe. Is that the number of signatures ? 

Mr. Turtinc. That is the number of signatures. These are not 
names. These are individually signed petitions and cards, These 
cards here which I have several boxes of, I would be very happy to 
spread them out before you members of the committee so that you 
could see that there is some support in Idaho for the Hells Canyon 
Dam project. 

They say on here, “I am in favor of the high dam at Hells Canyon.” 

Mr. Enate. Without objection, the material presented will be made 
a part of the file, but not a part of the record, but I believe the witness 
has already read what is on the cards into the record. So, the record 
shows what these 7,900-odd people signed and the record reveals the 
number of names. 

It will not be necessary to include all of these in the record or in the 
reporter’s transcript for very obvious reasons. 

Mr. Turtine. Gentlemen, we have gained this support in less than 
3 months, and by the end of this year, we will have tripled that 
amount; I am sure of that. Idaho needs projects like Hells Canyon 
to develop industry and to reclaim more desert land. We will return, 
again, and again, and again, in support of that need. 

You can’t beat a good man who knows he is right, and keeps on 
coming. 

Now, I have with me today seven people from Idaho who I would 
like to introduce and have them testify. They each have a very brief 
summarization to make, none of which I believe which take more than 
3 or 4 minutes. We would like to have permission to have these 
people testify and then we will be glad to submit to cross examination. 

Mr. Enete. Without objection, we will proceed. 

Mr. Regan. Mr. Chairman, has Mr. Tupling taken over the embassy 
rights of Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Ener. So far as the Idaho witnesses as I understand Mr. 
Tupling is going to introduce these people. Go ahead and call them, 
please. 

Mr. Tuptinc. I would like to introduce Mr. Sam Fretwell, a farmer 
from Idaho. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, I would agree to this under the condi- 
tion that we make sure we get a chance to ask Mr. Tupling a few 
questions, because I am certainly sure that the type of industry which 
he expects to take up and fill in the peaks and valleys of the unemploy- 
ment situation in Idaho is not the kind of industry that has been 
referred to by the Department of Interior in guaranteeing a round- 
the-clock delivery of power at 2-mill rate. 

Mr. Enair. Time will be reserved at the end for that purpose. 

Will the gentleman please state his name? 
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Mr. Frerwewu. I have a brief of my statement. They have been 


turned in. 
Mr. Enete. Will you please state your name? 


STATEMENT OF SAM FRETWELL, FARMER OF PARMA, IDAHO 


Mr. Frerwevt. I am Sam Fretwell, of Parma, Idaho, and I live on 
a Bureau of Reclamation project in southwestern Idaho. I was sent 
here by the Nampa Chapter of the Idaho, Oregon, Hells Canyon 
Association, which has a total membership which exceeds the mem- 
bership of the chamber of commerce in that area. 

I also have contacted perhaps one hundred farmers in my own 
locality, and of those I have contacted, they are overwhelmingly in 
favor of the construction of Hells Canyon Dam. I have a brief writ- 
ten statement which I turned in to make part of the record. I will 
only touch briefly on that. It has to do with my trouble in getting 
power when I moved to the Black Canyon project, and I wish to say 
right here that my trouble was not unique, but it was the standard 
policy of the Idaho Power Co. up to that time to finance their expan- 
sion at the expense of the farmers who lived out in the rural areas. If 
you wanted electricity you paid for the line, guarantee them a lot of 
money for 5 years, and then the line belonged to them. 

That policy changed, gentlemen, quickly, when a little REA, or- 
ganized over in Vale, started out into our territory to bring the elec- 
tricity to us farmers. 

It changed so quickly and completely that in a few years’ time they 
had to stretch their lines to an almost 90 percent of the State of Idaho. 

Now, it is more than 90 percent of the farms of Idaho. And since 
the little REA had been so ruthlessly squeezed out of business because 
they had to pay 10 and eleven mills to the Idaho Power Co. for their 
power, while the Idaho Power Co. retailed their own power at 12 
mills, which they were buying from our little Black Canyon Dam, 
which is part of the project in which T live, for 214 mills, it cost them 
the difference between 214 and 10 and 11 mills to get that power to 
the REA, and then it allowed them 1 mill in which to retail it in 
competition. 

Since that time, they, of course, squeezed out the little REA, and 
now the same old problem comes up: the people who live beyond the 
end of those Idaho power lines, if they want electricity, they pay for 
the line. 

There are people in my own State and probably in this building 
who would call me a Socialist because I believe in keeping the re- 
sources of this great land of ours for the greatest use of all in this land 
of ours, but Iam not a Socialist. I never have been and I never shall 
be. I believe in free enterprise 100 percent, but free enterprise dies 
when it does not have competition. Where monopoly takes over, 
free enterprise disappears. 

If you boys, any of you, had stood as I stood on March 11, 1939, in 
a sea of sagebrush, shoulder high, my wife and two little children, a 
shack that you could throw a cat through from any direction, and hurt 
the building more than you would the cat ; no money, no equipment, no 
credit, and I couldn’t obtain it; and if you had had the intestinal for- 
titude to wrest from that 80 acres of sagebrush a fine farm, equipment, 
machinery and a home that you could be proud of, and besides that 
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have time to serve on many public organizations such as schools and 
roads, of which I am now chairman of a highway district, then, gen- 
tlemen, you would know the meaning of the words “free enterprise.” 

As I stood there with my wife and those two little children, there 
was just two things standing between me and complete failure. Those 
two things were an irrigation shovel and water; water, the precious 
lifeblood that flows through the veins of Idaho, and in the years that 
have elapsed since that time, my hands have gripped that shovel 
handle until I could no longer straighten my fingers; and during 
that time I have learned to love that water and I haven’t learned to 
hate the Reclamation Bureau either, for putting it there, and it is 
because I love that water and I want it saved for the people of the 
State of Idaho that I*am here today, asking, begging that it be not 
turned over to a private enterprise. 

If you will id to the Federal Power Commission you will find 
that the Idaho Power Co. has filings on 16,000 cubic second-feet of 
water in the Snake River. The normal low flow is 7,500 cubic feet. 
They have preempted, if the FPC gives them the power, all of the 
water in the Snake River Valley, and we who live on that project out 
there, who have paid thousands and thousands of dollars in taxes, 
have bought millions of dollars worth of equipment and machinery, 
all of which we have paid taxes on, and while I was making that strug- 
gle, I was watching all of my neighbors make the same struggle. I 
am not afraid to go back and face those neighbors. 

There won't be anybody there dare call me a Socialist in front of 
one of them. 

We just aren’t built that way out there, but if Idaho Power is al- 
lower to preempt 16,000 cubic feet of water from the Snake River 
Valley to run their little lowhead dams and create a monopoly, 
gentlemen, irrigation in Idaho will have ceased. 

(Mr. Fretwell’s prepared statement is as follows :) 

To the HONORABLE COMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 

Dear Srrs: Many reams of boring figures have been and will be presented 
before this committee, so I would like to digress from that for a few minutes 
to present to you a more personal or, shall we say, human-interest side of the 
story. 

First, let me say that I am a farmer, living on the Payette division of the Boise 
project, better known out there as the Black Canyon irrigation district. And I 
sincerely believe that I speak for the majority of the people of Idaho as a whole. 
But since Hells Canyon Dam was not a direct issue in the 1950 political cam- 
paign and the issue does not follow party lines anyway, the common people 
of Idaho have no way of making themselves heard in competition was the highly 
financed campaign of those who oppose it’s construction. And are trying to 
appropriate the waters of the Snake River for their own private exploitation. 

We don’t have money to run full page ads in national magazines or hire radio 
time from national hook-ups, but what we do offer, is offered with all the sin- 
cerity that the widow offered her last penny. It is a personal sacrifice to us 
to be in Washington today. 

Idaho, being a State of small towns and villages where your next door neigh- 
bor may have lost his son in the fight against communism, you think twice 
before you call that neighbor a Socialist just because he happens to think that 
the building of Hells Canyon Dam would be a good thing for the defense of our 
country. And since a lot of people were getting a little bit nauseated at being 
classed as a subversive group, the tactics of the opposition has been to concen- 
trate on scaring the people into thinking that their water rights were going to 
be taken away. 

When we think of power out there, we think of Idaho Power Co. And when 
we think of water rights, we think of the Bureau of Reclamation. So it is 
to personal experiences with these two groups that I shall confine my remarks. 
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On March 11, 1989, I moved my family onto the Black Canyon project. Before 
doing so, I went to the local banker and he assured me that he would give me all 
the help that he possibly could. However, 2 weeks later the bank changed 
hands; the manager was dismissed, and the man who took over informed me 
that they were afraid of new land and could give me no financial help whatsoever. 

I went to the local representative of the Idaho Power Co. Since my little 
shack was located just one-half mile from their lines, I had hopes of getting 
electricity. That hope faded quickly when he informed me that, to get it, I 
would have to pay for the poles and the wire, guarantee irom $6 to $8 per month 
for a 5-year period, and at the end of that time the line would be the property of 
the Idaho Power Co., with no refund to me. 

With no money and no credit, I was forced to do without power. 

Since there are probably very few of you comiitteemen who have had experi- 
ence in tearing up raw sagebrush land, let me say that many a meal that my 
wife cooked that summer had to be thrown out because of the dust and grit. 
We hauled our drinking water in a 10-gallon milk can, and drank it when it 
was warm enough to wash dishes in; and our refrigerator was stored with 
relatives just a few miles away! 

The summer and winter passed and another scorching summer was drawing 
to a close when one day in August 1940 a representative of Idaho Power pulled 
up alongside of the ditch where I was working and announced that they were 
going to extend power to all of the settlers that would sign up with them. It 
would be done immediately; they would iurnish all materials: hire we settlers 
to dig the holes, and the guaranty would be something like $3.60 per month, 
which was reduced to a 3-year period. 

I wondered what had made the change of heart so quickly but was mighty glad 
that it had come about, and I signed on the dotted line, as did the most of my 
neighbors. 

Just a few days later I found out what had made the change of heart, when 
a representative of the Vale REA Cooperative called on me seeking to sign me 
up for delivery of power from their lines, which they were extending into the 
Black Canyon area a few miles away. Idaho Power had suddenly awakened to 
the fact that they no longer held a monopoly, but they had real competition and 
they had to meet that competition. The result has been better for the company 
than it has for the consumers. Because they were able to finance their expan- 
sion by selling stock which they do not have to redeem at any certain time. 
And, since the REA Cooperative was financed with an REA loan and had to 
make regular payments on that loan, the Idaho Power people were finally able 
to force an election in which the REA members voted to sell out to them. 

Just as long as there is public power available within the region, Idaho Power 
will give the most efficient service possible. But it will be a body blow to the 
consumers of Idaho when and if all competition is removed. 

On the subject of water rights, I would like to give another personal glimpse. 

Soon after moving to the Black Canyon, I rented a 40-acre tract situated under 
the Farmers’ Cooperative ditch, which was built with private capital some 60 
years ago and, like many of the rest of those ditches, had sold more shares of 
water than they had water. The first year that I farmed that land I lost about 
two-thirds of a valuable sweet-corn crop because during the period when corn 
requires most of its moisture there just wasn’t enough water to irrigate. The 
headgates were locked, and you either got by with what you had or your crops 
burned up. 

However, since the Black Canyon project has been in operation, the water 
which goes to waste from it and is picked up by the Farmers’ Cooperative 
ditch has made it one of the best water rights in the West. Last year, for 
example, their main spillway, which is just a quarter of a mile from my house, 
was never completely closed. The padlocks were never put on the headgates, 
and all you needed to do to get water was to open the tap and clean your 
ditch. Also, during the past 12 vears the Black Canyon district has never come 
close to using all of the water which we have in our storage dam. And still 
they would have us to believe that the Reclamation Bureau is out to destroy 
our water rights. 

If you will check with the Federal Power Commission, you will find that 
in the application to build just one of their low-head dams Idaho Power wishes 
a franchise on 16,000 second-feet of water. The normal low flow of the river 
is only about 7,500 second-feet. That would mean the complete elimination of 
any further upstream irrigation from stream flow. Any future project would 
have to be based on the excess over 16,000 second-feet which would have to be 
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stored in the period of high water. If their reservoir did not fill, then they 
would be out of water. 
Gentlemen, I believe that we are in greater danger of losing our water by the 
five-dam plan than we are by the construction of Hell’s Canyon Dam. 
SAmM FRETWELL. 
PARMA, IDAHO. 


Mr. Enore. Thank you very much, Mr. Fretwell. 

Will you hold yourself available for questions ? 

Mr. Tupxine. Will you call your next witness? 

Mr. Turtinc. I would like to introduce Mrs. Gracie Pfost, of 
Nampa, Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. GRACIE PFOST, OF NAMPA, IDAHO 


Mrs. Prost. Congresswoman Bosone, Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I 
was more than pleased yesterday to see that you had a woman on 
your committee because, you see, women, too, are interested in the 
Hells Canyon issue. 

I manage and operate my own real-estate business in Nampa, Idaho. 
I was sent here by no group. I am spending my own money and my 
time to come here to try to correct a mistaken impression that the 
majority of people in Idaho are against the building of Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

In 1950, I was a candidate for Congress in the First District in 
Idaho. Out of approximately 83,000 votes, I received—that was in 
my district—41,040 votes. That was 41,000 and 40 votes, losing 
by only 783. 

I am convinced that many who did not support me for political 
reasons in the last election are also for the development of Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

Below Milner Dam, over in central Idaho, very little water is used 
for irrigation purposes. However, a small amount is used around 
Hagerman, Glenns Ferry, Indian Cove, and Grandview. Practically 
all the water is now being used for developing electric energy through 
power plants. 

It is my understanding that the Idaho Power Co. has filings on 
all the remaining profitable available dam sites which will consume 
practically all available water in the river between Milner Dam and 
the Hells Canyon Dam site. 

This will leave almost no water for the development of any sizable 
irrigation projects in Idaho or in that particular area of Idaho. The 
opponents to Hells Canyon Dam say that if private power companies 
are allowed to build their five low-head dams they will pay an 
enormous amount of the taxes in our State, when, as a matter of 
fact, if the Government is permitted to build the high Hells Canyon 
Dam, thus producing cheaper electric energy, we would invite indus- 
try into our State to process and manufacture many of our com- 
modities, and they in turn would pay taxes on their investments. This 
new industrial tax should offset the tax the Idaho Power Co. would 
pay on their proposed low dams and would still leave cheaper power 
for the balance of the residents in Idaho. 

Idaho’s production is largely agriculture, livestock, minerals, and 
timber, and we produce in such volume that most of it must be sold 
to people in other States. 
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Much of it could be and should be manufactured and processed 
right at home. My own county, the county of Canyon, is the second 
largest in population in the State, and yet each fall, when the har- 
vesting of the crops is completed, we lose a tremendous percentage 
of our population because there is no work to keep them home; and, 
as a result, those who stay home, most of them, or some of them, I 
should say, it is necessary for them to go on the relief rolls in our 


county. 

There is a great tide of sentiment in the first district of Idaho for 
Hells Canyon Dam for the economy of our State; Idaho needs Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

Thank you. ' 

Mr. Eneir. Thank you very much. Will you hold yourself avail- 
able for questions ? 

(The statement is as follows :) 

To the Honorable Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation: 

GENTLEMEN: May I be permitted to tell you concerning the present use of 
practically all of the waters in the Snake River Valley, from Milner Dam over 
in central Idaho to the Hells Canyon proposed dam site. A very small amount 
of the water of the great Snake, below Milner Dam, is used for irrigation in the 
Hagerman, Glenns Ferry, around Indian Cove near Hammet and Grandview 
areas. The balance of the water is used for developing electric energy through 
power plants operating turbines. 

The Idaho Power Co. has developed numerous power plants along the Snake 
River between Milner Dam and the proposed high Hells Canyon Dam site. It is 
my understanding that the company has filings on all the remaining profitable 
available sites, which will, at the peak load, consume for electric energy all of 
the available water in the river between the Milner Dam and the proposed Hells 
Canyon Dam. This leaves practically no water for the development of any 
sizable irrigation project in the territory from the Snake River. I am sure you 
are aware that the Idaho Power Co. has furnished and does furnish much elec- 
trical energy in Idaho and the adjacent States, some of which included Mountain 
City, Nev., during the mining activities there, and at Jarbidge, Nev., during the 
days of the gold mining. 

Records show that the proposed high Hells Canyon Dam would not only pro- 
duce more electric energy than the five low dams as proposed by the Idaho Power 
Co. but would also provide flood control. The waters should not be permitted to 
tumble on to the sea without being efficiently harnessed to provide the abundance 
of electric energy so critically needed for Idaho and her sister States. 

Filings made by the Idaho Power Co. for low dams on the Snake River above 
the point at which the Government proposes construction of the high Hells 
Canvon Dam has brought forth a tremendous campaign through the company’s 
public-relations department, the State chamber of commerce, the Idaho Recla- 
mation Association, and other sources against the construction of the high Hells 
Canyon Dam by the Government. Naturally, those citizens of Idaho who have 
purchased preferred stock from the company, which I am told vields a handsome 
income, are interested in sustaining that income. Other citizens who are un- 
informed as to the rights they may retain through the Government owning and 
operating plants for the production of electric energy are also against the building 
of the hivh dam, because of the propaganda put out by the Idaho Power Co. and 
its cohorts. 

Considerable talk is going around that the States of Oregon and Washington 
will utilize all the power that will be generated by the high Hells Canyon Dam. 
I am not convinced that our Government will mistreat the State of Idaho or any 
other State so far as its proportionate share of the electric energy produced in 
the Hells Canyon or any other dam is necessary for the welfare of the people of 
the State. I am sure that our Government will come no nearer transporting 
electric energy into another State than will the Idaho Power Co. or any other 
privately owned power company within the boundaries of our State. 

The opponents of Hells Canyon Dam say that the private power companies, if 
allowed to build the five low-head dams, would stand an enormous amount of 
taxes in Idaho and Oregon, when as a matter of fact, if our Government is 
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permitted to build the high Hells Canyon Dam, thus producing cheaper electric 
energy, we would invite additional industry into our State to manufacture and 
process many of our commodities, and they in turn would pay taxes on their 
investments. This new industrial tax should offset the tax the Idaho Power 
Co. would pay on their proposed low dams, and still leave cheaper power for 
other residents of Idaho. 

A statement made by Mr. Roach concerning the Government offering to permit 
the deduction of the cost of the C. J. Strike Dam on their income-tax return, 
over a 5-year period, would indicate that the power company must be wanting 
the public to pay for one-half the cost of that dam, and one questions, if the 
Government is going to pay for one-half of the dam, why the Government should 
not pay for it all and retain the ownership. The article referred to, which was 
published in the Idaho Daily Statesman on March 17, 1952, is hereto attached 
and market “Exhibit A.” Is the inference to be drawn that, in event the 
Government withdraws from building the high dam at Hells Canyon, some other 
Government agency will permit the Idaho Power Co. to charge off in 5 years, from 
its Federal income-tax account, one-half of the cost of the five low-head dams 
to be built in Hells Canyon by the Idaho Power Co.? 

There is much talk and many articles have been written about the Federal 
Government attempting to take away the individual water rights of California 
landowners, and a case followed entitled “The United States of America v. 
Fallbrook Public Utility District.’ I am attaching a copy of the United States 
district judge’s opinion on this matter, marked “Exhibit B.” It is plain to 
discover, in reading the case, that the California law was adhered to in prepara- 
tion of the complaint and in the trial of the matter, and that the California law 
required certain allegations, which might lead one uninformed as to legal 
phraseology to consider that the United States Government was asking for 
something they had not paid for and was not entitled to. But the court explains 
it so well that anyone who will take the time to read the case will understand 
that the Government paid the landowners for the water rights belonging to the 
land that the Government purchased. 

Idaho’s production is mostly agriculture, livestock, minerals, and timber, and 
in such volume that most of it has to be sold to people in other States in the 
Union. The major portion of Idaho is at a disadvantage on account of the 
long-haul freight rates. That part of Idaho lying around Lewiston, owing to 
the fact that the water channel is clear to the sea, has a water rate established 
which permits many farm and other commodities produced in that territory to 
be moved by rail at rates comparable to water rates. 

We in the Boise Valley need Hell’s Canyon Dam because the economy of our 
community would be greatly enhanced by the operation of the system of barges 
throughout the central Snake River Valley, by putting in locks and lifts, thus 
providing us with a water rate for many of our agriculture and other commodi- 
ties. This will provide us a chance to compete favorably with other States of 
the Nation on all commodities produced in our State. 

Mrs. GRACIE PFOST. 

NAMPA, IDAHO. 

Mr. Encie. Will you call your next witness, Mr. Tupling? 

Mr. Turtina. I would like to introduce James Donart, from Weiser, 


Idaho. 
STATEMENT OF JAMES DONART, OF WEISER, IDAHO 


Mr. Enaie. We are glad to hear you, sir. 

Mr. Donarr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
discussion is going to deal briefly with the water for irrigation aspects 
of this. It was my original intention to read at least excerpts from a 
letter written by a water user in the Snake River watershed expressing 
his views on this project. 

In the interest of saving time, I am going to ask if I may that this 
be admitted into the record. 

Mr. Enarr. Without objection, it will be made a part of your state- 
ment and included at the end. (See p. 207.) 

Will you summarize the letter for us? 
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Mr. Donarr. Well, briefly, Mr. Chairman, it represents my own 
views, as stated ina little different language. I would prefer if I may 
to state it in my own language. 

Mr. Eneie. With that understanding, you may proceed. 

Mr. Donarr. In order to approach the question of the water for 
irrigation, it will be necessary to briefly review just how this project 
will operate with respect to generation of power. I believe, while 
there may be some quarrel with certain technical language in the bill, 
the reason I have given it my support is that the idea is basically 
sound. The Hells Canyon Reservoir will be operated for the purpose 
of generating power in conjunction with other downstream plants. 
As you all probably know, the Columbia River system has two princi- 
pal tributaries, the northern tributary, which heads in British Colum- 
bia and the Snake River, flowing from Wyoming through Idaho and 
Oregon, thence to the Columbia. 

Hells Canyon will be operated and will utilize the different period 
of runoff, or difference in period of runoff between these two rivers. 
The northern tributary of the river runs off and has its maximum 
flow after the Snake River in Idaho hits its flood stage. 

The northern tributary has its low—feeds the minimum amount of 
water into the Columbia River during the late fall and winter months. 
The flow charts will show that the low water on the Columbia cus- 
tomarily is approximately the Ist of January. The Hells Canyon 
Reservoir will take advantage of this, and if we assume that Hells 
Canyon Reservoir is operated solely as a power project, with no regard 
at all for upstream irrigation, it will still not jeopardize future up- 
stream use of water. 

The cycle of operation is briefly this: During the spring, the reser- 
voir will be filled with floodwaters of the Snake River. During the 
summer months, that high level of the reservoir will be maintained 
at approximately the full level. It will fluctuate to a small extent, 
but not to any great extent. Commencing about the Ist of October 
and through the months of November, December, January, possibly 
into February, they will commence to draw down Hells Canyon water 
in order to firm up the weakened flow of the Columbia downstream. 

This will result in a more or less constant flow of the Columbia, 
and cause the generators on the Columbia to continue to produce 
firm power. 

When the spring comes, or probably any time from the Ist of March 
until—or say the Ist of February, until the 15th of March, they will 
commence to fill the reservoir. The cycle will then repeat itself. 
It should be borne in mind that water for irrigation is, of course, im- 
portant to us, principally during the months of July and August. 
July and August are our low-flow seasons of the year in Idaho. 
That is the time when the greatest drain is placed upon Snake River, 
and it should be kept in mind that if this is operated solely as a 
power project, that the reservoir will be held at a point approximately 
full during that time, and will not be making a demand upon the 
waters of the Snake River. It will make a demand but it will be a 
modest demand. It will not be a demand for the entire flow. It 
would be well to point out in that respect that during that time, there 
is a surplus of power being generated downstream, that Hells Canyon 
will not be called upon to turn out its maximum generation, 
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On the other hand, there has been proposed a lowhead run of the 
river project. The lowhead run of the river project is located in 
the site of the Hells Canyon Reservoir and would be flooded out by 
the construction of Hells Canyon Dam. By that, it is suggested, or 
proposed, that the Idaho Power Co. will build this dam to generate 
or at least with an installed capacity of 140,000 kilowatts. 

By making reference to the application of the power company in 
front of the Federal Communications Commission it appears that 
the power company seeks to appropriate 16,000 cubic second-feet of 
water of the flow of Snake River. It further appears that 90 percent 
of the time the flow is 7,500 cubic second-feet. By inference, it ap- 
pears that the other 10 percent of the time there is less than that. 

That 16,000 cubic second-foot appropriation will require all of 
the normal flow of Snake River, and what is most and vitally im- 
portant is the fact that it will require it during the months of July 
and August, the months when the upstream irrigators are calling 
upon this water for irrigation. 

Now, it is true that the Bureau of Reclamation will file upon this 
water. This filing will be governed by the language of the statute 
in that it will require that it is merely a filing ‘subject to upstream 
appropriation in an amount equal to some place between 2 and 3 
million acres. 

That filing is something I will say quite re. I was at first 
dubious of. I could not see the necessity of However, upon 
giving it more thought I believe it would be a “eetit of the public 
trust if the Bureau in the operation of this Government dam did not 
file on it with that condition in it if for no other purpose than to 
protect against the downstream filing by some other party. 

Conceivably, somebody might build a lowhead een project im- 
mediately below the Hells Canyon Dam, and file on, say, 15,000 cubic 
second-feet of water and it would be thus necessary for the dam to 
discharge just that amount of water at all times. Under its proposed 
operation that definitely will not be the case. 

Now. IT should make this point at this time: Under the Constitution 
of the State of Idaho, no one, neither the Bureau of Reclamation nor 
the Idaho Power Co., nor anyone else, can take for power purposes 
water to the exclusion of future appropriations for irrigation and 
domestic use. 

Our constitution permits them to make a filing but it gives a pref- 
erence to beneficial consumptive use. 

However, it should be borne in mind that the run of the river plan 
will require for its operation all of the flow of Snake River, except 
during flood stage, at which time there will be surplus water over and 
above the 16,000 cubic second-feet. 

It should further be borne in mind that notwithstanding any rep- 
resentation, that those water rights will be yielded voluntarily by the 
power company, or any power company, and T will say it is supported 
by common sense: those will not be vielded without condemnation and 
a cost that will be oppressive to water users. 

There may be some who will urge that these rights be given up 
voluntarily. However, we need only to look to the experience in the 
American Falls Reservoir, located in southern Idaho, to take our cue 
as to whether or not those rights will be given up voluntarily. For 
the American Falls Reservoir, the water users, were compelled to pay 
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somewhere in the neighborhood of $750,000 for the condemnation of 
a power site and the condemnation of the water right that went with it. 

Now, time does not permit me to go any further with this. I would 
like to say one thing in conclusion : 

I would like to say that I believe that the question of irrigation has 
in some cases been misrepresented and certainly misunderstood. It 
seems to apply only in one case. Recently, 16,000 cubic second-feet 
of the flow of Snake River were appropriated by the Idaho Power Co. 

Mr. Eneir. Was it appropriated or filed upon ‘ 

Mr. Donarr. It was filed upon. It was filed upon by the Idaho 
Power Co., I beg your pardon. 

That took place in Owyhee County, Idaho. A good many people who 
seemed to profess a fear for water rights in Idaho were conspicuously 
absent and conspicuously silent when that was done, and it is rather 
significant. 

As a matter of fact, that at the point of that filing, the flow of Snake 
River is considerably less than it Is at the point at Ox Bow. It is also 
significant that the only objection made to that was the objection 
made by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

That is all I have to say at this time. 

I would like to further make a part of my testimony a statement 
made on behalf of the Hells Canyon Dam Club of Weiser, Idaho, 
whom I represent, and whom I might add, paid my expenses back 
here. 

Mr. Encir. Without any objection, the statement will be made a 
part of the record. We appreciate your testimony. Now, Mr. Tup- 
ling, you have time for just one brief witness, and then we have to 
hold some time for questions. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF HeELts CANYON DAM CLUB OF WEISER, IDAHO 


To the Honorable Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

GENTLEMEN: Our organization is an open, voluntary organization of citizens 
in and around Weiser, Idaho, organized for the purpose of encouraging the 
construction of the Hells Canyon Dam. Its membership consists of an enthu- 
siastic group of businessmen, farmers, professional men, representatives of small 
industries, and representatives of large, potential undeveloped industries and 
natural resources residing in and around Weiser, Idaho. 

Our organization is composed of disciples of the private-enterprise system 
and is committed to the proposition that the development of private enterprise 
in southwestern Idaho and the Pacific Northwest can best be served by a pro- 
gram contemplating the maximum development of our water resources, to the 
end that there be maximum development of hydroelectric power at the lowest 
possible cost. This organization therefore strongly urges the early construction 
of Hells Canyon Dam. 

This discussion deals with the benefits to be received by the immediate area, 
the Pacific Northwest and the Nation generally. 

I. Immediate stimulus: This area will benefii immensely by reason of the 
commencement of construction of the Hells Canyon Dam, which will cause a 
great influx of construction workers and will stimulate commerce all through 
southwestern Idaho and eastern Oregon. This will be a much needed and an 
immediate stimulus to an area which showed only a slight increase in popula- 
tion between 1940 and 1950 and which has in recent months displayed indica- 
tions of decreasing population. By reason of the dam’s immense proportions 
and the consequent mass of materials to be used, there will be immediate com- 
mercial activity. A heavy-duty highway will be immediately necessary for 
motor transport. A railroad will be necessary to transport cement and other 
construction materials as well as heavy equipment. Existing secondary roads 
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will be improved both in Idaho and Oregon in order to accommodate the increased 
traffic. 

The isolated location of the dam site will necessitate the construction of both 
a temporary town for the construction workers and permanent accommodations 
for Government workers thereafter. 

An estimated 6 to 7 years will be required to construct the dam, and 5,000 
to 6,000 workers will be employed during the height of activity. 

II. Recreation: The lake created by Hells Canyon Dam would be one of the 
major scenic attractions in the Pacific Northwest and would, judging from the 
experience of Hoover Dam, attract thousands of tourists annually to this area. 
The Hells Canyon Dam would not only allow access to a hitherto virtually 
unknown area, but would also provide a vast scenic lake, to say nothing of the 
spectacle of the dam itself. The canyon is by far the deepest canyon in North 
America. At one point it is 7,900 feet from rim to river. The reservoir created 
between the spectacular near vertical walls of Hells Canyon would exceed in 
beauty any heretofore created by any high dam. A lake 93 miles long would 
be created which would be navigable from Weiser, Idaho to the dam site. 
This would provide access to an area which has heretofore been virtually in- 
accessible. The reservoir would provide excellent lake fishing and would provide 
access to existing stream fishing on the mountain streams running into Snake 
River. Significantly, Idaho residents purchased $15,000 worth of nonresident 
fishing licenses in order to fish in the reservoir created by nearby Owyhee Dam 
on the Malheur River in Oregon. 

III. Industry: Judging from the industrial expansion enjoyed in the area 
adjacent to the Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dams, it nay be safely assumed 
that the availability in the Northwest of 1,400,000 kilowatts at approximately 2 to 
3 mills would attract a great volume of heavy industry to Idaho and Oregon. 
This would not only benefit the immediate area involved, but would be in keeping 
with our national defense program inasmuch as it would not only increase our 
defense potential, but would afford additional security from attack by reason 
of decentralization of industry. The level valleys in the upstream area in 
western Idaho and eastern Oregon can provide excellent industrial sites. There 
is an excellent water supply, a mild climate, and the area is served by the main 
line of the Union Pacific Railroad as well as United States Highways 30 and 95, 

IV. Development of natural resources: The Pacific Northwest and the area 
immediately adjacent to the proposed Hells Canyon Dam has rich and abundant 
deposits of iron, copper, and other ores, and there are extensive known deposits 
of phosphate within the area which will be served by the Hell Canyon Dam 
which can only be economically utilized if there is an abundant supply of 
cheap power. 

The known deposits extend from 6 miles north of Weiser, Idaho, to the Salmon 
River, a distance of approximately 150 miles. A broad belt of rugged mountains 
parallels the Snake River on both the Oregon and Idaho sides and this area 
contains a wide variety of metallic and nonmetallic minerals. 

Some of the deposits are low-grade ore and will require large blocks of low- 
cost power for economic reduction. The following is a list of minerals known to 
exist within a radius of 30 miles surrounding Weiser, Idaho. 

1. Distamaceous earth. Manufacturing plant required. 

2. Gypsum. Fertilizer and wallboard factory; clay and clay-products plant. 
Some of these clays test 24.5 percent aluminum. 

3. Feldspar deposits for ceramics. 

4. Large open pit low-grade gold deposit will require 1,000 ton-mill and 
low-cost power. 

5. Mercury mine. 

6. Several high-grade iron deposits on Iron Mountain. 

7. Silver and copper mine. 

&. Various mines and prospects of copper, lead, zinc, manganese, and silver. 

The area embraced within a 30-mile radius of the towns of Cambridge and 
Council, Idaho, has many good mines and prospects of copper, lead, zine, silver, 
and iron ore. The area in Adams County which is near the dam site contains 
some very large deposits of copper and other sulphide ores. 

The Red Lodge mine in that area would require a large mill of not less than 
2,000 tons daily capacity. 

Mica, asbestos, tale, vermoculite are among the various industrial minerals 
which are found north from Council to the Salmon River. Extent of this 
mineralized area is not known. With the advent of good roads and ample low- 
cost power, Idaho and Oregon production should dispel the idea that America 
is destined to become a “haye-not” nation as far as minerals are concerned, 











sed 


oth 
ns 


he 
he 
Aa. 
ly 
he 


2d 
in 
id 
e. 
- 
le 
e 
it 


d 


i i. il 





Byes nt Ss 


ti Sache tama 


HELLS CANYON DAM 207 


The same general mineralization occurs on the Oregon side of the Snake River, 
except for the occurrence of larger quantities of manganese and gold, and 
chromite. Several properties near the reservoir site have been important pro- 
ducers in the past. The whole of Baker County constitutes an important mineral 
province. The existence of this vast mineral wealth has long been known, but 
it has remained dormant for lack of means to economically reduce it and because 
it has heretofore been inaccessible. The proposed Hells Canyon Dam will 
provide electrical power at rates which will make the reduction of these ores 
economically possible and the reservoir created by this dam will assure water 
transportation to railroad sidings near Huntington, Oreg., at a very low Cost. 
Eastern Idaho has the largest known deposits of phosphate rock in the world. 
Except for a few very modest operations, mostly producing industrial phosphates 
which are too expensive for agricultural use, these deposits are lying dormant 
for lack of low-cost power. These deposits may only be reduced at a price which 
will make their use for fertilizer practicable by having an abundant supply of 
low-cost power. 

Reclamation of arid lands and irrigation: Although power production is a 
major purpose of the dam, financial assistance for reclamation of arid lands 
will be provided out of power revenues realized from the operation of the dam. 
This is of particular importance to interior areas such as southern Idaho and 
eastern Oregon. 

It has been suggested by the opponents of Hells Canyon Dam that its construc- 
tion would destroy water rights in the upstream area and that the flow of Snake 
River is insufficient with existing appropriations of water for irrigation to fill 
the Hells Canyon Reservoir. 

An examination of the operation of Hells Canyon Dam being a storage dam 
integrated with downstream hydroelectrical generating facilities shows that this 
objection is groundless. 

Inasmuch as Hells Canyon is a storage dam, it would be filled during the 
spring runoff, remain at a substantially constant level during the summer months 
until October or November when the large draw-down will commence. In view 
of those facts, it is difficult to see how any existing water rights can be jeop- 
ardized, and furthermore it is at once apparent that the river has such an 
abundance of flow over and above the requirements of the Hells Canyon Reser- 
voir, that future appropriations of the waters of Snake River for irrigation will 
be assured. 

Ironically, the opponents of the high dam at Hells Canyon, who profess fear 
for upstream water rights, lend support to an alternative plan which includes 
the construction of the Idaho Power Co. plant at Oxbow in the site of the 
proposed Helis Canyon Reservoir. The Oxbow application filed by the Idaho 
Power Co. with the Federal Power Commission discloses that the Oxbow project 
works “will be essentially a run of the river plant” or, in other words, that it will 
substantially rely on daily stream flow to generate power. Exhibit I to the 
application discloses that stream flow at the dam site has been 7,500 cubic feet 
per second for 90 percent of the time and it appears from exhibit C—D-—E that 
the applicant has filed with the State of Idaho Application No, 27696 covering 
the appropriation of 16,000 cubie feet per second of the water of Snake River. 
The adoption of this alternative plan would definitely foreclose any future 
appropriation of any of the waters in the watershed for a beneficial consumptive 
use. It is difficult to comprehend the full import of this. It would not only cut 
off future appropriations above the Oxbow site on the Snake River, but also 
would preclude future appropriations on the Weiser River, the Payette, the 
Malheur, the Owyhee, the Boise, Wood River, and all other tributaries of the 
Snake. 

The kindest thing that can be said about these saviors of our water rights 
is that they have been duped into fostering a plan which is a monument to the 
greed of a monopoly and which will, if permitted to be carried into execution, 
squander the most valuable natural resources of this area. The future pro- 
ductivity and prosperity of the upper Snake River Basin depends upon the 
maximum utilization of the waters of Snake River. 

JAMES DONART 


WEIseR, IpAno, 
March 21, 1952. 
Dear CONGRESSMAN: I am taking the liberty to write and let you know what I 
think of Hells Canyon. 
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In order to introduce myself, I am a farmer living near Weiser, Idaho. I am 
not hired or paid in any way to help support the high dam. 

I have owned Idaho Power stock over 20 years. 

I have irrigated in Idaho over 40 years and have been short on water at times. 

I have lived on the same farm since 1919 and was born and raised in Idaho. 

There have not been any hired or paid men to see me about the high dam. 

For the low dam there have been two men at different times to see me spending 
3 to 4 hours each of the times. 

I understand my electric bill pays for this time they spent with me, I think I 
also furnished a pick-up for transportation. 

The pamphlet and literature I received with my stock will pay for these. 

A few points, that with a view to the future, failed to be mentioned in the 
Hells Canyon issue: 

Some of the reasons I am in favor of Hells Canyon High Dam. 

I live at the very lowest farm land in the Great American Desert, where the 
Snake River leaves the desert. 

In 1907 I was at the Shoshone Falls, it was in August and at that time it was 
considered a second Niagara Falls. Again I was there in 1938, there was no 
water going over the falls in August, all the water was going through the power 
plant at the falls. 

I think all the water of the Snake and tributaries will all be used up when we 
irrigate all the American desert that can be irrigated during dry season, espe- 
cially when the sprinkler irrigation system irrigates all the land above the gravity 
irrigation system, and people go to the trouble that Ed Ford and Douglas Me- 
Ginnis have went to in order to irrigate some of the land under the old Crane 
Creek ditch. 

We have only been irrigating the desert about 50 years and only getting started 
to irrigate the desert according to Old Father Time. 

I think the high dam should be built so the future farmers of the desert will 
not have to leave the water that is needed for irrigation in the Snake and tribu- 
taries to supply the water to run the plants of the low dams that have no storage 
for dry season run of these plants. 

What has been keeping up the flow of the Snake River? It has been the 
Reclamation Bureau and other State or private storage dams, during dry season. 

They tell me these storage dams help keep the Snake River and tributaries from 
flooding the low farm iand during spring runoff. 

I have noticed when any land is reclaimed and put under irrigation the land 
project or Reclamation Bureau builds a storage dam or makes provision for 
water to irrigate this land. 

Do the low power dams of Idaho Power store or furnish any storage water for 
the run of their power plants during dry season? 

I think all power plants or dams should be built to store or furnish water for 
the run of the p'ants during dry season. 

I hear the Idaho Power plans on building some low power dams at the lower 
end of this desert. I think the water the Lord gave the people should be used 
for irrigation to raise food with and not drain off the water from the lower end 
of this desert to furnish water for the run of plants of the low dams during dry 
senson and leave the desert forever. 

If the low power dams are built they will have to have a franchise on water 
that has been stored by the Reclamation Bureau or State or private dams to 
operate their plants during dry season. 

Hells Canyon high dam will store water for dry season run of the plant. 

There will be a lot of hard feelings up and down the Snake River and tributaries 
when people are compelled to stop using this water for irrigation so as to furnish 
water to operate the low dam power plants during dry season. 

Some of the Government dams have paid out and others are paying out. 

The Government dams have been O. K. and T don’t think we could do without 
them and would not have had them if not for the Government. 

Idaho Power has had a power plant at Oxbow for 40 years and they are not 
using the plant now. 

I feel we need a large block of electric power near Weiser to induce industry in 
the lower Snake River Valley. 

It is O. K. for the Government to spend millions in Idaho but not near Weiser. 

This is what I think of Hells Canyon: I do not think we should allow the low 
power dams to be built unless they furnish storage water for dry season run of 
their power plants. 
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The high dam that will store water that can be used to operate their power 
plant during dry season so as not to need the Snake River water flow to operate 
their power plant during dry season. 

There is an irrigation feature of the high dam that will leave the Snake River 
and tributaries waters available for irrigation for the future farmers of the 
desert at the lower end of the desert. 

I do not think socialism has anything to do with the issue of Hells Canyon, 
when we protect our natural water resources like we have protected our timber 
on the forest land through the forest reserve so as these natural resources 
revenues will go back to the people from now on. 

Hoping this is not too long and boresome, I remain, 

ALBERT SCHELORKE. 

Mr. Bow. Are we going to complete these today ¢ 

We will have no opportunity to examine these witnesses. 

Mr. Ener. One brief question. I am trying to wind this thing 
‘up at quarter of 12, about 15 minutes for questions, and we will put 
the rest of the statements in the record. 

Mr. Bow. In other words, will examination be limited to 15 minutes 
of these people? 

Mr. EnGte. That is all the time there is left. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I would like to compliment the last witness as being 
one who has tried to give us a little concrete information. 

Mr. Eneix. He made a fine statement. 

We only have 15 minutes for questions. We will have to introduce 
these people, identify them, and put their statements in the record, 

Mr. Utiman. Is there any possibility of running these hearings 
over until tomorrow ? 

We have these people, some very fine statements to be made. We 
have just gotten started. They have come all the way across the 
United States. They should be heard. I think it is only fair that 
they be heard, if it is humanly possible for the committee to make 
such arrangement for tomorrow. They can stay over one more day. 

Mr. Ener. The Chair will abide by the direction of the committee, 
but the proponents of this legislation were advised of the limitations 
on time and a similar limitation has been put on the opponents. 

Now, there has been, I think, excessive cross-examination to some 
extent of the first two witnesses. 

How much time has been used, Mrs. Arnold, by these witnesses on it ? 

Mrs. Arnoutp. On the first 2 days, we had 28 minutes of direct 
examination and 2 hours and 52 minutes of questioning. 

This morning we have had 35 minutes of questioning and the 
balance of the time has been direct. 

Mr. Enocie. What is the pleasure of the committee ? 

Does the committee desire to hear the rest of these witnesses 
tomorrow morning? 

Mr. Reean. Mr. Chairman, the House, I understand, is considering 
the District bill this afternoon. If the Speaker would give the com- 
mittee permission to meet for a brief period this afternoon, say, 
between 2:30 and 4, it might give us an opportunity to hear these 
people, and they could still get their night trains home. I would like 
to suggest that for the consideration of the committee. 

Mr. Eneir. We can sit during general debate. That is all. The 
Interior Department appropriation bill is on, under the 5-minute rule. 

Mr. Sayvtor. That is finished. 

Mr. Reean. District. 
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Mr. Enare. Do you want to hear these people between 2 and 4 this 
afternoon ? 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state that in view of 
the distances these people have traveled, that I think it would cer- 
tainly be courtesy on the part of the committee if they can be heard. 

Mr. Enete. The Chair will be willing to do whatever the committee 
directs. 

Mr. Asprnati. Mr. Chairman, I make the motion that we ask the 
chairman to follow the suggestions of Congressman Regan, and if 
we are unable to do that, then we meet tomorrow morning at 10 o'clock. 
I personally do not feel that the time that the Department has in 
support of this measure should be charged wholly against the pro- 
ponents, who are from the District. 1 think the Congressman at 
the left feels the same way. 

Mr. Enetr. The reason for the tabulation of the time is that when 
this thing is finally wound up is that we have some reasonable balance 
of the testimony presented by both sides. The first 2 days were largely 
lost in cross-examination on policy questions. 

If there isn’t objection at the adjournment today, the Chair will 
adjourn this hearing until 2 o’clock this afternoon and these local 
witnesses will be given between 2 and 4 o'clock to complete their 
testimony. 

I hope you gentlemen will have that in mind. 

Is there objection ? 

Mr., Sayvor. Reserving the right to object, I would like to say to 
the opponents of the bill that they should be given the same extension 
of time when their time is up. 

Mr. Encir. We will do this if agreeable. We will keep track of 
the time used on direcf examination and keep them roughly in balance. 

Mr. Bow. Further reserving the right to object-—— 

Mr. Sayvor. In other words, it is not a question of direct examina- 
tion, but a question of over-all examination. 

Mr. Ener. I know, but that always opens the case to the proposi- 
tion that one side can take so much time in cross-examination, a large 
part of those questions are in the nature of arguments and some in 
the nature of statements. 

We can’t do this thing to the precise minute. Let’s try to be fair 
about it. Do you have something to say, Mr. Budge, or Bow? 

Mr. Bow. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chairman, it seems to 
me if we are going to take 2 hours this afternoon there should be 
some limitation of time for further direct statements so we do know 
there will be some time for questioning, there are so many witnesses. 

There is a possibility the full 2 hours will be taken again by direct 
statements and I think we should have some time reserved to examine 
the witnesses. 

Mr. Eneter. I will ask that Mr. Ullman, handling the testimony, be 
prepared to put his direct testimony on in not in excess of an hour, 
which will leave an hour for cross-examination. 

Is that agreeable ? 

Mr. Bow. That is agreeable. 

Mr. Enare. With reference to what may be done in the future, the 
action of this committee is subject to the disposition of the committee 
itself. 

Without objection, the order will be made that the committee will 
adjourn when it does adjourn until 2 o’clock this afternoon, proceed 
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for 2 hours, subject to the conditions which have been specified, sug- 
gested by Mr. Bow. 

Now will you proceed, then, and call your next witness, Mr. Tup- 
ling, and we will proceed to get along with your witnesses as rapidly 
as we can for the next 10 or 15 minutes. 

Mr. Turuinc. Mr. Chairman, I believe that I can get more than one 
witness on. It is not your intention to recess after I introduce the 
next man. I think I can get two or three on in the next 10 or 15 
minutes. I believe their testimony is that brief. 

Mr. Enote. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Turtrnae. I would like to introduce Howard Fleming, of 
Mountain Home, Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD K. FLEMING, OF MOUNTAIN HOME, 
IDAHO 


Mr. Encir. Mr. Fleming, I observe you are an automobile dealer 
from Mountain Home, Idaho. 

Mr. Fiemme. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Ener. Fords, Chevrolets, Lincolns, or Cadillacs? 

Mr. Fiemtinea. Pontiacs, sir. I have a statement. 

My name is Howard Fleming from Mountain Home, Idaho. I have 
a signed copy of my testimony I would like to introduce into the 
record. 

Mr. fnere. Without objection, the statement may be made a part 
of the record. ‘ 

Mr. Fiemrina. I have additional copies for anyone who is interested. 

(Statement as follows:) 


TESTIMONY OF HoWArp K. FLEMING, MouNTAIN Home, Ipano 


To the Honorable Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation: 

My name is Howard K. Fleming. I'm a Pontiac dealer in Mountain Home, 
Idaho, president of the Mountain Home Reclamation Association, member of the 
city council, and past president of the chamber of commerce, 

My trip to Washington, D. C. was paid for by the Mountain Home Chamber 
of Commerce. I do not own an acre of desert land, and I am not interested in 
this project because of connections with any other company or business other 
than my own. My home and my business are in Mountain Home—they depend 
upon the future of that area, and I would like to discuss specifically the recla- 
mation features of the Mountain Home project in its connection with the Hells 
Canyon bill. 

I was born in the State of Idaho; so far I have spent my life in Idaho, with 
the exception of 4 years in the service, and I expect to spend the rest of my life 
there. After the war we picked Mountain Home as the town having the most 
future potential, and settled there with the idea of growing with the country. 

Fifty years ago there was a big project in the making to reclaim the Moun- 
tain Home desert. It eventually developed a present area of four to five thou- 
sand acres. During that 50-year period, time and again some group has come 
forward with a plan to irrigate this half million acres—some of the best land 
in Idaho—and sometimes it seemed, success was very near. To some of the 
old-timers in that area, it does not seem it was much nearer than 50 years ago. 
But there are a great many of us who can see in this Hells Canyon bill, the final 
realization of these dreams. Under reclamation law, a project cannot be author- 
ized until repayment of the costs have become feasible. This bill makes the 
Mountain Home project feasible in the fact that it stipulates that the benefits 
from power revenue of Hells Canyon Dam shall be applied to upstream reclama- 
tion projects. 

For just a minute I would like to cover some of the details of the Mountain 
Home project. It is on a broad plateau some 30 by 60 miles in dimensions, 
reaching approximately from Glenns Ferry on the east, to Boise on the West— 
almost as flat as the top of this table, and approximately 800 to 1,000 feet above 
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the Snake River—a little too high for water to be pumped out of the Snake River 
as a profitable undertaking. 

We have turned our eyes northward to the South Fork of the Boise River, 
which is twenty-some miles to the north. However, the water in the South Fork 
has been filed on by the Boise Valley. In order for us to get that water it must 
be replaced by water from the next watershed, which is the Payette River. So 
the plan in general calls for a dam in the Payette, at Cascade, then a diversion 
tunnel over to Scriver Creek, at which point a power plant will develop power— 
from a 300-foot difference in elevation—then a dam at Garden Valley which is 
on the South Fork of the Payette River, which forms the Garden Valley Reser- 
voir. From here a tunnel, or channel, will bring the water over into the Boise 
River just above Lucky Peak Dam. This, then, will replace the water in the 
South Fork of the Boise River, which can then be used to irrigate the Mountain 
Home project. 

Anderson Dam, from which Mountain Home will eventually get its water, 
provided 450,000 acre-feet of storage, and is already built. Cascade dam, which 
is the first step of the project, on the Payette River, is completed, and 400,000 
acre-feet of water lie idle, earmarked for Mountain Home. This bill specifically 
authorizes the Scriver Creek power plant, which is the next step in the completed 
project. After this is done, all that remains is the Garden Valley Reservoir, 
the diversion tunnel to the Boise River, and a 7-mile tunnel from the South Fork 
of the Boise River to Mountain Home. 

The total cost of this project, against the acres of land which it will irrigate, 
is in excess of a thousand dollars an acre. Under present reclamation law, there 
is no way that cost per acre can be paid without pooling the benefits of the river 
as a whole, and putting them into a comprehensive valley development program. 
This bill specifically sets up that type of comprehensive development. 

For a minute I would like to dwell on land at a thousand dollars an acre, 
I'm not a bit embarrassed nor bashful at telling you the cost of reclaiming 
this land per acre, because there is not the slightest doubt in my mind that 
it is worth it. 

The Mountain Home project is one of the largest unfinished reclamation 
projects in the United States, and perhaps the world. Its total area comprises 
over a million acres, while a specified area covered in the current project is 
some 192,000 acres—105,000 acres in the vicinity of Mountain Home, and the 
balance in the Hill Crest division just west of Boise. We are not talking about 
purchasing land from one individual to another—we are talking about adding 
a new territory to the Nation. We are talking about creating an empire, and 
it’s something altogether different, because all wealth comes from the land. 
And though that land might itself sell for $200 an acre, over a period of years 
within that area, and from that land, will come accumulated wealth far beyond 
any $1,000 an acre. It will be in the farm buildings, and homes, and cities, 
which thrive from the produce of the land. 

Quite recently, in Korea, the one-millionth soldier was a casualty in defense 
of this land of ours. If you are going to have new land added to the Nation’s 
resources in terms of dollars and cents per acre, perhaps you should also evaluate 
it in terms of lives per acre! 

We have a total population in the United States in excess of 160 million 
people, and a total area under cultivation of less than 380 million acres. Our 
population is growing every year, and we are fast approaching the two and 
one-fourth acre per person minimum set by our economists as necessary to 
grow the food we need. If we do not move faster in the next 25 years than 
we have in the past 50, as far as Mountain Home is concerned, the food that it 
will produce will be badly needed before we get it. 

When I went to school some 30 years ago, the population of Idaho was some 
400,000 persons, today it is 530,000. The newspapers and the powers that be 
in the State of Idaho are controlled by a group that are well satisfied with 
things the way they are—and have been for the past half century. And while 
the rest of the Northwest is growing by leaps and bounds, the State of Idaho 
is standing still. 

Under the Columbia Valley comprehensive program, huge dams have been 
built at Grand Coulee, Hungry Horse, Mont., Bonneville, and many others 
are under construction or sre in the process of consideration. I realize that 
our Governor and the Idaho congressional delegation have all expressed some 
opposition to this plan—plus two of the State’s most powerful newspaners, the 
Idaho Daily Statesman of Boise, and the Times-News of Twin Falls. However, 
I have in a copy of the Times-News, dated March 1, 1952, a quotation from 
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a speech I made in Twin Falls, where, as president of the Mountain Home 
Hells Canyon chapter, I offered to debate the merits of the bill—point by 
point—with any representative of any newspaper or organization. And 
though that has been almost a month ago, no one yet has accepted that chal- 
lenge. I have letters from Gov. Len Jordan, and T. E. Roach, of the 
Idaho Power Co., both declining a chance to debate this bill in front of a group 
of people. It has become very obvious that anyone who studies this bill well 
enough to debate it, realizes that it is not debatable! One point, and one 
alone, is all that the opposition to this bill have, and that is Federal power 
versus private enterprise. And private enterprise cannot, and does not, even 
claim to be able to build a dam which will furnish benefits which can make 
the reclamation of the Mountain Home project possible. 

So on this point I am selfish for myself, my community, and my State. 
And if we do not get such a bill as this passed for the State of Idaho, a hundred 
years from now our State will be right where it is now, and we will still be 
standing in the midst of our arid acres, waiting for some beneficent power 
company to give us a few drops of spare water. 

The people of Mountain Home think enough of this bill to pay my expenses 
back here to Washington to speak in favor of it. I hope I will have something 
to take back to them to justify their hopes. 

There is only one change that I even suggest in the bill and that is that the 
word “reclamation” be inserted in the preamble along with power, flood con- 
trol, ete. I believe this omission was just an oversight when the bill was 
drawn up. Other than that I have been authorized to state that we, the people 
of Mountain Home, approve the bill as drafted. 

Mr. Fieminc. My expenses were paid back here by the Mountain 
Home Chamber of Commerce and, naturally, I feel that I represent 
that organization. I am president of the local Hells Canyon chapter 
organization and a member of the city council, so in those capacities 
I claim to represent about 3,000 people and about 9 million jackrab- 
bits in Elmore County. 

There has been so much confusion apparent on the Mountain Home 
reclamation project that I would like to touch on it very briefly. 

Mr. Encaur. Mr. Fleming, is the Mountain Home project related in 
any way to the Hells Canyon Dam now before this committee? 

Mr. Fiemina. I shall cover that, then,-first, sir. 

Mr. Enate. If it isn’t, your testimony with reference to Mountain 
Home will not be revelant. We want to stay on the track here. We 
are talking about a piece of legislation, H. R. 5743, and we want to 
talk about Hells Canyon, if we can. 

Mr. Fiemrne. All right, sir. The people of Mountain Home fee] 
they will never get the Mountain Home project unless Hells Canyon 
is built, the reason being that they understand that no reclamation 
project can be built until the reclamation costs of that project have 
become feasible, and in section 4, paragraph (A), sentence 1 of this 
bill, it states that the revenues from that dam will be applied to up- 
stream reclamation benefits. That is where the Mountain Home proj- 
ect enters in and why the people of Mountain Home are interested 
in this project. 

I will do no more than perhaps introduce one map, which anybody 
can get. It is a copy of a United Air Lines map, which gives a very 
good photograph of the country, which a lot of people do not seem to 
understand, and a very comprehensive plan of the Mountain Home 
project, which I will simply introduce, then, without further dis- 
cussion. 

Mr. Enoctr. Tell me, what is this last document ? 

Mr. Fiemrinea. This is the Mountain Home project drawn out very 
simply and briefly so that anybody can understand it. It is the best 
one I have ever seen on the Mountain Home project. 
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Mr. Enauie. In diagrams? 

Mr. Fiemine. Pictures and maps, yes, sir. 

Mr. Encore. Without objection, the documents will be filed but not 
made a part of the reporter’s record, the same is true of the map 
which cannot be introduced in the record. 

Mr. Fiemina. I would like to proceed directly into some of the 
objections raised concerning this dam. I want to particularly stress 
this water rights question. 

Tam not a law yer and do not know a thing about technicalities, but 
I do know this: That a year ago in Mountain Home, Idaho, in Legion 
Hall, we had a conference with Congressman Budge and he objected 
to the water-rights provision of this bill and we asked him then if he 
would agree if it was rewritten to support the bill, at which time he 
went on to further objections and finally pinned down to the final 
proposition that he was not in favor of the bill at any point. 

I would like to call attention to a conversation I had yesterday with 
Charlie Welteroth, president, State reclamation association, with the 
same provision, that if we could get the water rights provisions cor- 
rected to their satisfaction, if the State reclamation association would 
go along: he stated positively they were on record against this bill, 
regardless. 

On that point I would like to bring up that Mr. Stinson of the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation has stated that if the water rights provisions of 
this bill do not satisfy the opponents, he is willing and able at any 
time to sit down and help rewrite the water rights provisions, which 
is what we asked Congressman Budge to do a year ago, and in that 
year he hasn’t had time. 

However, if he gets around to the point that he can consider the 
greatest project that the State of Idaho has ever had, Stinson is willing 
at any time to sit down and help him rewrite that water-rights 
provision. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, T don’t intend to make any statement 
but I might have to before I get through. 

Mr. Ener. The gentleman will be given that opportunity. 

You may proceed, Mr. Fleming. 

Mr. Poutson. This is not a political expression. They are sup- 
posed to express their opinion and not quote other people, especially 
when they are here present. 

Mr. Enerie. You may proceed, Mr. Fleming. 

Mr. Fiemina. I would like to touch very briefly upon the argument 
that the power is going to be shipped over to the coast and very brie fly, 
that is not the only canyon in the State of Idaho that has water run- 
ing down it. We have the Salmon River which is greater in volume. 
We have a great deal of potential power vet to be produced. The 
problem here is not whether we would lose some power to an eastern 
coast, but whether or not we are ever going to develop the State of 
Idaho. 

And gentlemen, it is true that back in the State of Idaho there is a 
group that are well satisfied with the way things are and they ap- 
parently don’t seem to want the State to progress. When I went to 
school 30 years ago there were 436.000 people in the State of Idaho and 
today there are 536,000 people. We have been trying to get water on 
the Mountain Home project for 50 years; that is, the people that have 
been there, and we apparently are no closer to it now. 
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There are a half-million acres of land waiting to be reclaimed. Of 
the arguments that have been presented during the past few months— 
I want to state that a month ago, in Twin Falls, Idaho, and I have a 
copy of the paper in my pocket—I offered to debate this issue with any 
man in the State of Idaho, and no man as yet during that month has 
accepted that offer. 

I have a letter addressed to T. E. Roach, asking him to send any 
man to debate this issue. They have side-stepped the issue all over the 
State of Idaho. I would like to enter that mto the record. 

Mr. Eneir. What is this? 

Mr. Fiemine. That is where I asked T. E. Roach of Idaho Power 
to engage in debate on the Hells Canyon issue, and his reply. 

Mr. Enair. May I see that ¢ 

Mr. Pounson. Is that pertinent ¢ 

Mr. Fiemine. I have a letter to Governor Jordan, asking him the 
same question, and his reply. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Chairman, I believe these are political state- 
ments and don’t have anything to do with the feasibility of this 
project. 

Mr. Fiemine. This is strictly on Hells Canyon. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I object to putting the statements in the record 
whether they hurt Democrats or Republicans. 

Mr. Enete. Let’s take time out and see what we have. 

The Chair can’t see the relevancy of the challenge to debate. The 
letters discuss the issues here-and are relevant. Until further exami- 
nation, the letters will be made a part of the tile but not a part of the 
record. 

Mr. Fiemine. I will say there are no political implications in any 
of these letters. 

Mr. Ener. There don’t appear to be. I see no political implica- 
tion any way or another. But I want to examine them further before 
they are made a part of the record because just a bare challenge to 
debate is not relevant. 

Mr. D’Ewanrr. If they are not material to this project, we hope the 
Chair will not put them in the record. 

Mr. Encie. If the letters discuss the issues to some extent then they 
are material and I will ask the gentleman from Montana to look at 
them and to help advise the Chair. (See p. 521.) 

You may proceed, Mr. Fleming. 

Mr. Fiemine. Thank you. I will conclude my remarks with just 
one point. Iam sorry; the gentleman to whom I wanted to make the 
point just left. In that case I will just conclude. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Enoere. Thank you very much, Mr. Fleming. 

Mr. TurttNnec. I would like to introduce Elmer McIntyre, of Boise, 
Idaho, who has a brief statement to make. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER McINTYRE, SECRETARY, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF LABOR, BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. Enoie. Mr. McIntyre, I observe you are the secretary of the 
American Federation of Labor in Boise, Idaho. 

Mr. McInryre. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enate. Do I understand that is the State organization ? 
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Mr. McIntyre. Yes. 

Mr. Enote. Of the AFL? 

Mr. McIntyre. That is right. 

Mr. Eneote. Thank you very much. You may proceed, sir. 

Mr. McIntyre. Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, I 
am here representing the workers of the State of Idaho, of the AFL. 
I have a brief statement I would like to read. I have copies I will 
submit for the record. 

As executive secretary of the Idaho State Federation of Labor, rep- 
resenting approximately 13,000 affiliated members of the AFL, I sub- 
mit the following statement on behalf of the Idaho State Federation 
of Labor which lends its wholehearted support for the building of 
Hells Canyon Dam for the following reasons: 

We of labor in Idaho are confident this project is very vital to the 
defense program and we also feel that the amount of power that would 
be generated at this project would bring other industry into Idaho, 
thereby keeping more people employed and bring other workers to 
Idaho. 

The merchant and other business would benefit also for we know 
when workers have full employment, the business of the merchant 
thereby increases. 

Attached here are reports by various locals in this vicinity as to the 
status of unemployment in each organization; a condition which they 
feel would be improved by attracting industry, and so forth, to the 
State of Idaho through the building of Hells Canyon Dam. 

I have been serving on the Small Plants Committee of the Boise 
Chamber of Commerce representing labor during the past year on 
that committee, and it is the purpose of this committee to obtain some 
of the war contracts for defense manufacturing plants here in this 
area. Up to date we have been unsuccessful. It is my opinion that 
if we had held Canyon Dam we would have ample power to attract 
some of the small war plants to this area, thereby making it possible 
for us to aid in making the necessary implements that it takes to 
win a war. 

The attached copy here of the unemployment of the organizations 
in Boise, and in this last winter, is attached hereto. If there is no 
objection, I will submit it without reading it. It is attached to my 
statement. 

Mr. Enetr. Could you repeat your request ? 

Mr. McIntire. I say, Mr.Chairman, I have attached hereto the 
list of the unemployment of organizations in Boise. 

Mr. Encore. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record. 

(The information is as follows :) 


To the Honorable Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

GENTLEMEN: As executive secretary of the Idaho State Federation of Labor 
representing approximately 13,000 AFL affiliated members, I submit the follow- 
ing statement in behalf of the Idaho State Federation of Labor which lends its 
wholehearted support for the building of the Hells Canyon Dam for the following 
reasons: 

1. We of labor in Idaho are confident that this project is very vital to the 
defense program. 

I have been serving on the Small Plants Committee of the Boise Chamber of 
Commerce representing labor during this past year on that committee; and it 
is the purpose of this committee to obtain some of the war contracts for defense 
manufacturing plants here in this area. Up to date we have been unsuccessful. 
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It is my opinion that if we had Hells Canyon Dam, we would have ample power 
to attract some of the small war plants to this area, thereby making it possible 
for us to aid in making the necessary implements that it takes to win a war. 

2. We also feel that the amount of power that would be generated at this 
project would bring other industries to Idaho, thereby keeping our people 
employed and bring other workers to Idaho. 

3. The merchants and other businesses would benefit, also, for we know when 
the workers have full employment the business of the merchants is thereby 
increased. 

Attached are reports by various locals in this vicinity as to the status of 
unemployment in each organization, a condition which they feel would be 
improved by attracting industries, etc., to the State of Idaho through the building 
of Hells Canyon Dam. 

IDAHO STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
ELMER F. McIntire, E.recutive Secretary. 


Marcu 25, 1952. 
Subject : Hells Canyon. 
To: Honorable Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

GENTLEMEN: Local 1491 of the International Association of Machinists, 
A. F. of L., desires to go on record as being in favor of the high dam at Hell’s 
Canyon. 

During the year of 1951 the machinists of the Boise Valley have experienced 
considerable difficulty in maintaining year-around employment for men within 
the craft. We are at present finding it necessary to relocate our craftsmen 
among the industry of the Pacific Coast States. 

It is our considered opinion that this seasonal employment that exists in the 
State of Idaho can be offset with careful planning and encouraging of industry 
to build and expand in the State. Of course a prerequisite for a sustained 
operation is an available and sufficient power source balanced with a low 
purchase rate. 

Therefore the Boise mechanics and machinists endorse the high dam of Hell’s 
Canyon and sincerely believe that the power produced by this operation will 
encourage the building and expansion of new and present industries in the 
State to the end that maximum benefits will be derived through increased 
manufacturing and fuller employment. 

Very truly yours, 
ALLIN K. WALKER, 
Business Representative, Local 1491, I. A. of M. 


1. At least 200 are unemployed during the winter months due to weather 
conditions. Approximately 45 men traveled through looking for work. Approxi- 
mately 50 of our own men traveled out (of the State) looking for work. 

Laporers Loca 434, 
Boise, Idaho. 


2. Membership of Iron Workers Local 646 for winter of 1951-52: 


Sa cide cinle c-eiceentn inser arab see ensioneinennn don-betninguer-entouesslescaniate 6O 
gE Ee i a SS es eet a eee eee 15 
Co ae SA ee ner ee eee 20 
INCU irae dis ipcritat reer weiter Dann pebineeman 25 


7 O. H. Warp, 
Secretary, Iron Workers Local 646, Boise, Idaho. 


Marcu 22, 1952. 

3. Estimated members unemployed during the winter months with a member- 
ship of approximately 252 members: 

Approximately 15 to 20 men during winter months. 

Approximately 50 electricians coming through here looking for work during 
year of March 1951 until March 1952, finding no work available, moved to another 
State. 

Reportep From Locat UNIon No. 291, ELEcTRICAL WORKERS, 
613 Idaho Street, Boise, Idaho. 
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Marcu 24, 1952. 

4. International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 370: The International 
Union of Operating Engineers, Boise Branch, Local 370, has a membership in this 
area of approximately 450 members. During the summer months they are 
employed by contractors who operate in this area. During the winter months 
we have from 300 to 400 out of work. Most of these men own their homes in 
Boise and surrounding communities. If our organization does find them employ- 
ment it is usually away from their homes. Should the Bureau of Reclamation 
build Hells Canyon Dam, a large portion of these men would be assured of at 


least 4 to 5 years of steady employment. 
Tnos. F. Howe, 
613 Idaho Street, Boise, Idaho. 


Mr. McInvyre. I would like to say to this committee as represent- 
ing the workers in Idaho, and particularly in the Boise area, that we 
do have a very large amount of unemployed this winter, and it has 
been that way in my experience in Boise. I have been there since 
1906. I hope this committee gives due consideration and appropria- 
tion for the building of the Hells Canyon Dam to take care of the 
workers in Idaho and those that might like to come to Idaho. With 
that Iclose. Ithank you. 

Mr. Eneie. Thank you very much, Mr. McIntyre. We are happy 
to have your statement. 

Now perhaps one more brief witness. The House is in session, but 
the bells haven’t rung. I assume they will very shortly. 

Mr. Turutrne. Mr. Chairman, I have a witness who has to leave 
town this afternoon and his name is Judge Stanton. He is from 
Oregon, just across the river from Idaho, and I would like to intro- 
duce him at this time. 


STATEMENT OF SEWELL STANTON, JUDGE OF COUNTY COURT, 
ONTARIO, OREG. 


Mr. Sranron. Mr. Chairman, I am here in regard to our county 
and the people of Owyhee and Malheur Counties in Oregon and Idaho. 
We are next to the biggest county in the State, and I arrived there 
at the arrival of the Bureau of Reclamation, and at that time we had 
» population of 11,000 people, and today we have 23,000. We had 
farm crops at that time of $5 million. Today we have 30 million, 
speaking of tax and in lieu of tax, I will say this: At that time 
we had a tax roll of $5 million. Today, due to reclamation and 
reclamation alone, we have 27 million. We had 10,986 acres under 
irrigation. Today we have 193,000, 

Those are the results of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Now, where does Hells Canyon enter into it? I might say this, 
that we have abundance of power for years ahead, as advertised 
on the front page of the stockholders’ report to the Idaho Power. 
However, at the same time when we have that abundance, I in the 
courthouse was requested to see what was wrong with their photo- 
static machine. We were routing paper and couldn’t take pictures. 
I was advised that it needed new wiring, but before changing the 
wiring I thought that we should go up on the pole and see how many 
volts we had. 

We were supposed to get 120 volts. It registered 98 volts that we 
were getting; power in abundance. 

I have a number of different farmers that want power in that 
country. The reclamation, the Bureau of Reclamation, is today turn- 
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ing over our project back to the people, to the people of Oregon, of 
Owyhee County, and it is to be signed I understand in a few days 
over in the Senate. All right, the board of directors of the new 
organization, taking it over are farmers, and went to the Idaho Power 
for power. They were not refused but they were told that they could 
not have a firm contract. And without a firm contract upon our 
project, with all of the raw crops we have and the growing season in 
July and August, we can’t grow crops. We have to have firm power 
so we went over to one of those awful bugaboos, Anderson Dam, and 
arrangements were made for a contract, as I understand, at three 
mills. At that price we can operate. 

Gentlemen, we are in a precarious position. We have seen pros- 
perity and for your sake I will say this: that in one day we had a 
sale in our little town, my little town, lacking $20 thousand of being 
$1 million sale, of livestock in 1 day. We have an average of over 
a million dollars a month in livestock, and it is all raised upon our 
project and fed by produce from our land. 

We have an abundance of potatoes. We have everything. Our 
market has been partly on the coast. We have to have a market to 
get along. Our potatoes, our corn, our hogs, our beef, with the 
Grand Coulee coming in and the thousands of acres over in the 
Yakima Valley, their average over the last 10 years in take-home on 
their potatoes per hundredweight was 50 cents. Ours, due to ex- 
cessive rate, was 25 cents, 

Now, with the abundance coming over there, the Grand Coulee 
power, irrigation, our market close to home has gone. We are asking 
for power. We are not public power minded. We want power, re- 
gardless of whether it is private or public, and if private could de- 
velop that dam, which the Idaho Power tells me they cannot, we 
would accept it. We have been called socialistic, creeping to social- 
ism. If that is creeping to socialism, with the advance and the ex- 
pansion that we have had there, these people that I represent, there 
is not an ounce of socialistic blood in their svstem. They are true 
blooded Americans. 

Just as Mr. Fretwell said, people of the farm. I saw them come 
in and plead and ask for power and be told “vou pay for the line 
going in. Then it is ours and we will pay the taxes, and if you 
don’t want it that way, vou don’t get the power.” And T can name 
the gentleman. I have his permission. It reverts back after our 
REA was done away with, where their old tactics are being followed, 
the same ones. A man walked in, slid a dollar across my desk and 
he says, “Give me a me mbership * None of them were solicited. We 
have no paid solicitors. They are voluntary. I said, “What is the 
matter with you, are you socialistic?” He says, “No, I am not. 
There is the stub of a check for a thousand dollars that I paid to have 
electricity run into my ranch. I was told it didn’t belong to me 
after it was completed. They would pay the taxes.” If they wanted 
the juice, that isthe way they would get it. 

Another friend of mine developed a well for irrigation for this 
produce of our land that increases our tax roll, and he asked for the 
power but he was told it wou!d cost $5,000 to get it to his home. 

Gentlemen, if that is free enterprise, I shouldn't be here. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, Judge, just for the record, would you 
state the name of this man ? 
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Mr. Sranton. Herman Jordan, of Westfall; Mr. Odom of Shea- 
ville, with a thousand dollars; G. K. Clark, of Jaxton Gulch, for 
$350. Is there any more you wish ? 

Mr. Buver. No, as long as you were referring to some one I 
thought we had better get the names. 

Mr. Sranton. I don’t want any McCarthyism, I can’t go for it. 
I won’t smear anybody. Thank you. That is the picture, gentle- 
men. We want power, we want plenty of it. We want industry to 
help our products so we can have a net return to our people in our 
area. We want America as it is today. We don’t want anything 
else, with people knocking at your door. We want a strong America, 
healthy America. We want to expand and we want to thank those 
that have made it possible for us to go as far as we are. 

(Mr. Stanton’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : I wish to present before your committee my views and testimony 
upon the development of the Columbia River and its tributaries, and that por- 
tion—namely, the Hells Canyon Dam—located upon the tributary known as the 
Snake River. I take great pleasure in presenting my views upon this subject 
after long and continuous study of same as proopsed by we of the Hells Canyon 
Association, together with many people in my area—namely, Malheur County— 
and also the opposition’s statements and claims regarding their ideas in rejecting 
this project. I hope that my views will be definitely considered. 

This first came to my attention several years ago, and the thought came to me 
that we of Malheur County and eastern Oregon should get together in a general 
meeting in behalf of the people of our area, the result being that I called on 
numerous county courts in eastern Oregon with a thought of arranging a meeting 
where we could decide and pass upon certain resolutions that would only protect 
our rights in the event of the construction or development of the lower river 
regarding hydroelectric power and our share in same, our upstream water rights 
for irrigation, as we are now a highly developed irrigated district. This, it was 
agreed, would be a progressive idea expressed by the numerous or the various 
courts that I made the proposal to, as it was our thought that we, like the com- 
mittee from Idaho, should have a definite understanding as to our own rights in 
connection with this development and to maintain our present rights and our 
future upstream rights regarding our irrigation water. 

Our neighbor the State of Idaho having sent a delegation to Washington, D. C., 
to outline their desires for their protection, we felt that we should do likewise. 
The date for my meeting was set and with only one thought in mind take no 
sides but to see that we have ample protection for ourselves and our people 
regardless of who did the development work. 

It became apparent very shortly that there were private interests endeavoring 
to influence members of the courts to favor their project and through propa- 
agnda to cause a decision to be made to disregard our Government’s ideas or the 
Bureau of Reclamation’s request for the development. Paid employees of the 
opposition were immediately vitally interested or appeared so, as solicitation Was 
made by them on a house-to-house basis, calling upon all civie organizations, farm 
bureaus, granges, chambers of commerce, etc., for hearings and asking for resolu- 
tions favoring their ideas and their desires for the complete development of our 
local Snake River. 

This court was approached, together with others and members of the court, to 
influence us, and when advised that we were not taking sides the civic organiza- 
tions that we had called upon for their grass-root opinions on the thing and asked 
to present their ideas and resolutions to this meeting were apparently influenced, 
as a director of one organization stated after their resolution was perfected that 
it was merely copied by their organization secretary from one written by the 
opponents of the Hells Canyon development. The secretary of the chamber of 
commerce called the court and advised that he had a resolution that had been 
turned in to him by the manager of this private utility, and he felt that it was 
not an expression of grass-root opinion but that of the company for which this 
man worked. Our court was called by representatives of another court and asked 
if this was.a private-utility meeting that was to be held on September 29, 1951; 
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and, if it was and sides were to be taken, they could be counted out, as they would 
not be a party to the meeting, the result being that public opinion through the 
press had been created that our Government should be watched very closely, that 
their ideas and desires were to hamstring the public and create an all-powerful 
whip or monopoly over the people, taking away their prior rights; namely, the 
water rights and development of power to use against them. 

This we felt could not be true as we still have faith in our Government and 
our legislative bodies. We started by making surveys of the happenings of the 
past—namely, investigating the progress in Malheur County under and after the 
development of our wonderful Owyhee project. Warmsprings and Vale, Ore.— 
and we find the following: 

That in 1933, at the start of the Bureau of Reclamation’s project of the Owyhee 
Dam and district, we had an approximate total acreage of 10,946 acres under 
irrigation. In 1950, we had a total of 196,246 acres under irrigation and highly 
developed, or a gain of 185,300 acres. We find that in 1933 we had approximately 
1,345 farm homes within the project, and in 1950 we had 2,430. Our farm crop 
value of 1940 was $5,972,197, and in 1951 it was $30,189,230, or a gain of $24,217,033. 
We find that our tax roll at the beginning of the projects was $8,443,657.43, and 
our tax roll of 1951-52 is $26,729,371, or a gain in our valuations of $18,285,712.57. 
We find also that our population in 1930 was 11,200, and in 1951 it was 23,405. 
We find under the present private-utility or electric-power company—namely, the 
Idaho Power—in 1933 our cities only were electrified. In 1951 we find the entire 
county electrified, the rural area as well. 

We find during this period of electrification that we were forced to create an 
REA to get the services that we felt were justly due, and further find that prior 
to the REA we were forced by the private utilities to pay a large amount of the 
construction of the lines to the rural area, plus a guaranty of so much per month, 
and in many cases large deposits in advance for electricity. Upon the arrival 
or with completion of the organization of the REA, these practices immediately 
ceased and a strictly competitive basis was created, whereas the private utilities, 
hearing an REA line was approved for rural area, would immediately duplicate 
same, running their lines parallel to the REA, discontinued all deposits and 
cost of construction and making numerous offers in a competitive way, the 
result being that competition and competition alone forced the private utilities 
to enter the rural area and give the needed service in competition with the REA, 
which previously they were very reluctant or would not even consider, demanding 
deposits, price of construction, and guaranties of usage of so much power before 
any consideration would be given at all, and then only in rare cases would they 
make the extension. This condition ceased upon the completion of the organiza- 
tion of the REA in Malheur County. 

After due time of operation of the REA, they were approached by the Idaho 
Power with an offer to buy them out, and a deal was completed. Upon the com- 
pletion of this said deal, the previous tactics were immediately reverted to— 
namely, charge to customers for rights-of-way and extension of lines—specific 
incidents I can give with cost as high as $1,000 per individual who have stated 
to me they were advised by this private utility that this cost did not cover stocks, 
bonds, or any interest whatsoever, but merely a cost they had to pay if they 
desired the electricity. 

I have one friend in our area who stated that I could use his name; that he 
had developed a well and it was necessary while the juice was served to his 
house, if he wished it for the well, it would be a cost of $5,000 for this utility 
before they would start the construction of the line to the well. I could name 
numerous others of similar circumstance. 

Our neighboring State has been favored to a great extent through the Bureau 
of Reclamation and their construction of hydroelectric dams—namely, Minidoka, 
Black Canyon, Anderson Ranch, and diversion dams—and there was up until 
recently a proposal by the Bureau of Reclamation, which has since been ap- 
proved, that known as the Palisade Dam. This project was openly advocated 
through the press by both the Idaho Power and the Utah Light & Power for 
immediate authorization, stating that they were anxiously awaiting to distribute 
the power therefrom. The surplus loads of the above-mentioned four dams have 
been and are returned to the private utility for distribution. In another issue of 
the local papers the statement was made by these private utilities opposing 
another reclamation dam—namely, the Hell’s Canyon—this in view of the fact 
that the Idaho delegation to Washington had obtained in the Chapman bill the 
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right of receiving, and the amount set aside, of 300,000 kilowatts for the State 
of Idaho to be disposed of through their own committee or board as they saw 
fit, presumably to be allotted for distribution through the present distributing 
companies. 

Further, I understand, that the present private utility—namely, Idaho Power— 
was invited to a conference to arrange for an additional 140,000 kilowatts for 
upstream use through their system, or an available block of 440,000 kilowatts 
from the generators of Hell’s Canyon Dam. This is comparable in a large way 
to their present capacity of generation, distributed at the present time as L 
believe, it far exceeds their total generating volume to date. We of eastern 
Oregon and Oregon as a whole passed at our judges’ and commissioners’ associa- 
tion meeting in November in Portland a resolution, a copy of which was sent to 
the representatives of the Oregon delegation in Washington, advocating the 
immediate authorization of the multipurpose system as outlined by the Bureau 
of Reclamation on the development of the Columbia River and its tributaries 
by either private or public funds, our thought being, due to vast shortages of 
electrical energy for defense purposes and civilian needs, and in view of the 
advertised shortages throughout our entire United States, that it was definitely 
essential that the development of Hells Canyon be started immediately to fur- 
ther their economy and to prepare ourselves to the fullest possible extent for 
our defense needs which from the electric-energy standpoint are vastly in need 
of this power that could be obtained from the full development of the deep 
canyon of the Snake River Gorge, or the Hells Canyon Dam. The cry being, 
and the propaganda put out by the opposition that it was a vast waste of public 
funds and tax money, no mention being made of a pay-back basis, no interest 
ever credited, strictly that our representatives, and I call them our board of di- 
rectors in Washington, D. C., representing our big corporation—America—are 
inefficient and should be only considered by their inefficiency, which has caused 
the loss of faith in our entire Government and the backing away of the support 
of our Nation, of those boys who are now fighting upon the battlefields of Korea, 
and that we should never place faith in the Government again, or that body or, 
as I term the legislators, the directors of this big corporation of America. 

While they directed the big corporation there was creeping socialism, and I 
ean't stand idly by and see our Government belittled by a private concern when 
their past success in my area has been largely due to the wonderful forethought 
and consideration shown their area which the above attached figures indicate, 
all being brought about by the wise thinking of wonderful men who allowed 
this development to take place in our county. This comparison may be em- 
phasized by comparing with adjoining counties that have not received similar 
developments ; namely, Harney County, adjacent to us to the west. Their popu- 
lation and valuations show no appreciable increase, and the same is true of 
Grant and Baker Counties. These counties, understand, adjoin us and, while 
standing still, we have shown a tremendous increase in all lines. 

I ask you of this committee to give every consideration to the immediate au- 
thorization of the Hells Canyon Dam to perpetuate your previous investments 
in our wonderful county of Malheur. My reasons for so stating are in view of 
the pending contract which I believe is before our United States Senate at the 
present time for approval: namely, of turning our Owyhee project back to the 
people, which will no doubt be accomplished in the near future. If such comes 
about, I might cite that upon the completion of this contract or suggested con- 
tract our private utilities were approached by the new board of directors of the 
Owyhee project regarding power necessary for our various pumping plants of 
the Snake River. I am advised that they were not refused, but definitely told 
they could not be granted a firm contract. 

This, gentlemen, would be impossible for the landowners in our area, as we 
definitely have to know that we have available juice to pump this lifegiving flVid— 

yater—upon our lands during our growing season, as our financial structure is 
dependent upon same, It became necessary for these same directors to go to what 
is called one of these creeping socialistic, communistic dams created by our won- 
derful Bureau of Reclamation—the Anderson Ranch Dam—to secure this con- 
tract that would definitely establish for us when needed the necessary power to 
lift our waters upon our lands. Should we have been dependent upon private 
utilities, we would have been subject to their will as to when how and by whom 
they should give the juice and the corporation would have suffered and dried up, 
as we would have had no assurance of firm power when needed. 

I believe that our water rights for today and future uses are amply protected 
in the present Chapman bill. However, I suggest that, if any further protection 
can be given, we of Malheur County regarding same be insisted upon and placed 
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in the bill. I ask that upon completion, if authorized definite allotments be made 
for upstream use of this power. I further ask that the opposition not be granted 
the opportunity to stop the construction of present requested transmission lines 
of the Bonneville power into Baker, as this is an offer to bring power in our 
direction from the Columbia Basin and not to California, which they claim would 
take our entire power from Hells Canyon should it be developed and indicates 
they are not sincere in their desires for the development in our area, but are 
endeavoring to keep it for themselves as a seller’s market with no competitive 
activities at all, this being the ideal position in any business, if it can so be 
arranged for the benefit of a few at the expense of the masses, 

I sincerely ask your early approval of this wonderful project and your full- 
hearted backing of our wonderful Senator Wayne Morse and those associated 
with him on this project for the welfare and defense of our entire Nation in times 
when our opponents internationally are knocking at our door, not considering this 
alone, but the sound investment derived from this investment in Hells Canyon. 
As you will note, the Government security in our individual project, the Owyhee, 
has doubled and tripled as the collateral in tax rolls indicates ; namely, $8,000,000 
tax roll in 1933 and approximately $27,000,000 as of today. 

Please secure our present prosperous condition in our area and assist our 
entire Nation in combatting the aggression of those who want to impose com- 
munism upon us and kindly look over the expenditures and propaganda as 
previously stated by paid employees from door to door, paid employees before 
all civic organizations, paid advertising Pathfinder and national magazines, 
biased articles on taxpayer’s money in the Saturday Evening Post, editorial of 
local papers—all indicating and advocating continued loss of faith in you 
of our Senate and House of our Government. 

In summary of the above, I wish to call your attention to the following: 

The opposition to this authorization states that all power will go downstream 
and at the same time opposing transmission lines from downstream into our 
area which would carry electricity to support our present supply and reject 
the offer of 300,000 kilowatts from this project plus the opportunity to negotiate 
for an additional 140,000 kilowatts from our Hells Canyon, indicating that their 
opposition and their contention does not hold water, that they are not interested 
in what goes down stream from our proposed project or what comes into our 
area to supplement the present supply. 

Further, their A B C booklet put out by the opposition states it will create 
great mud flats in the Snake River. This, I believe you can readily see, is im- 
possible because mud flats do not exist on canyon walls of which the Snake 
River runs through approaching this damsite. 

That it has no flood control while this proposed project is a river flow, or no 
impounding of any waters for future use or flood control. 

That they claim it is strictly a power project and no value for other purposes, 
while they refuse to give firm contracts for our irrigation system or show no con- 
sideration for future irrigation projects in our Mr. Chapman's bill to assist 
reclamation from revenues derived from power. 

They claim it has no benefits from an industrial standpoint, while industry 
is actually waiting for cheap power to industrialize our area with its vast re- 
sources such as large deposits of pearlite, calcite, monosite sands, gypsum, tho- 
rium, magnesium, aluminum, clays, copper, and other strategic metals, not to 
mention the vast deposits of phosphate that our present methods of acid treat- 
ment cannot economically produce due to limited supplies of acid needed but can 
only be handled by cheap electrical process. 

Their program calls for very little expansion, creating little or no industry 
vastly needed in our area for the development of the above natural resources, 
creating large payrolls and population to help consume the products of our soil 
at a greater return to the people on our land at a less cost for the fertilization 
of their lands from dur vast deposits of phosphate. 

They have no storage for hydroelectricity in mind. Ours is blocking our waters 
to be used time and time again on its run to the seas to create power time after 
time when needed by releasing the gates and a continual flow for foreign power 
12 months out of the year; theirs for merely river run both high and lower 
periods and during the low period diminishing power generated and a loss to the 
seas of future generations when needed during low periods of the stream. 

Their proposal does not secure our Government’s present investment of which 
our tax roll indicates our collateral has been doubled and trebled, making the 
investment sound for our Government. 
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Their propaganda to hinder and retard the expansion and strength of our 
Government rather than to build, expand, and secure our financial status as a 
community and as a Nation. 

Their proposal is inadequate to handle our national defense as security against 
aggression; ours will supplement and enlarge our present program along these 
lines. 

This, gentlemen, I believe under the theory of sound business are the things 
that we should endeavor at all times to create; strengthen our financial position, 
secure our people and keep our Nation strong physically, financially and men- 
tally at all times. This, I believe, is your duty as our board of directors of our 
wonderful corporation, of which I have never and will never lose faith in, 
America, 

Judge S. STANTON, 
Malheur County Court House, Vale, Oreg. 

Mr. Enerr. Thank you very much. The gentleman who testified 
will return for questions that may be asked at 2 o'clock and the 
committee stands in adjournment until 2 o’clock this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 a. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 


at 2 p. m., the same day.) 
AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Enetr. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
be in order for the further consideration of H. R. 5743. 

The lateness in calling this committee to order was occasioned by 
the roll call in the House. That explains also the dearth of members 
at this time. 

I assume that the situation will improve as time goes along. I 
hope so, anyway. I have been informed by Mr. Ullman that we have 
10 additional witnesses. If each of those will testify 6 minutes, the 
hour allotted for the direct presentation of the testimony by those 
witnesses who are speaking from the area and on behalf of the proj- 
ect will have consumed 1 hour. 

Mr. Ullman, are you ready to call your next witness ? 

Mr. Utiman. Yes, sir; I would like to introduce Mr. Charles Baker, 
of Walla Walla, W ash. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES BAKER, MANAGER, PACIFIC SUPPLY 
CO-OP, WALLA WALLA, WASH. 


Mr. Baker. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Charles Baker; I am secretary and general manager of the Pacific 
Supply Cooperative. It is a very large farm wholesale cooperative 
supplying farmers in the three Northwest States with products which 
they use to produce farm crops, of which fertilizer is one of the major 
items. We serve 75,000 farmers in those three States. For many 
years we have been keenly interested in the maximum development 
of the water resources of Columbia and Snake Rivers, and supported 
the program as set out in the 308 report of the Army engineers, and 
later in the comprehensive plan developed by the engineers, Bureau 
of Reclamation, and Bonneville Power. 

We are keenly interested in it from a navigation and reclamation 
standpoint, because navigation is a big problem. Transportation is 
big problem to our farmers of the Northwest, and, looking down the 

vears, we think we are going to need every acre of land that it is pos- 
sible to make productive in this country. 
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We want to see every acre of land in the Northwest irrigated. We 
think Hells Canyon has an indirect bearing on that. We are inter- 
ested, of course, in flood control and particularly interested in power 
development, because power has already demonstrated that it means 
new industries, growing populations, marketing, home markets for 
the farm products. 

Hells Canyon Dam is a part of this over-all program. Power is a 
major factor that we get from Hells Canyon, not only at the dam 
site, but from the dams lower downstream because of the increased 
prime importance which storing the floodwaters make possible. 

We certainly want to see the water rights of the people of the upper 
river adequately protected. We think the bill does do that. We are 
not legal people, but if the bill doesn’t do that, we think this com- 
mittee with its long association with the problems of reclamation, its 
interest in the water users, will see that it does protect the upstream 
water users in a very adequate and proper manner. 

There is a particular phase of this program that we are particularly 
concerned with, and that is the problem of low-cost phosphate ferti- 
lizer. For many years fertilizer was not of particular importance in 
the West, particularly phosphate fertilizer, but within the last 10 
years we have had a tremendous growth in the use of fertilizer and 
particularly phosphate fertilizer. It has gained almost 1,000 percent, 
and is still going up. 

We have an utterly inadequate supply today of high-analysis phos- 
phate fertilizer. As this committee knows, in southern Idaho, 60 
percent of the phosphate deposits of America are there, very extensive 
deposits. My company, along with six other farm cooperatives in the 
Northwest, formed the Western Fertilizer Association, and we have 
under lease from the Department of the Interior under perpetual 
lease a deposit of phosphate rock containing some 30 million tons of 
high-grade and some 75 million tons of low-grade phosphate rock. 

Ve are mining that rock. Weare ready to process it, but the prob- 
lem is what type of facilities to use. As this committee knows, you 
use either sulfuric acid or electric furnace. There isn’t any indica- 
tion sulfuric acid is not going to be even shorter. The electric-furnace 
method is the alternative, and that is what we are keenly interested in. 
We spent some $30,000 or $40,000 making research and studying the 
problem as to which method was the most practical, most sensible 
from the standpoint of a long-time program looking down the road 
to assure us of an adequate supply of high-analysis phosphate ferti- 
lizer, and the answer was in every instance that 2.5-mill power and 
electric furnace to process the phosphate rock in southern Idaho will 
give us the lowest cost and most dependable long-time source of cheap 
fertilizer from the standpoint of farmers of at least 17 to 20 Western 
States. 

We have approached the Idaho Power Co. for a price on power, 
the Western Fertilizer Association, our director did, and Mr. Roach 
quoted us a price of 5 mills. 

Five mills is a prohibitive price to pay for power. If our ex- 
perience were to be like that of West Virginia Co., with their plant 
for making elemental phosphorus at Pocatello, we would be in an 
even more vulnerable position. We would like to see Hells Canyon 
Dam developed immediately. 
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We estimate that we will need at least 50,000 kilowatts of low-cost 
power for our own fertilizer development. 

Look at this map. Here are the dams on the Columbia that are 
certainly going to supply the industrial areas of Portland. These 
dams up here are going to supply Seattle and Spokane. Where else 
can great quantities of low-cost power to develop the phosphate in- 
dustry of southern Idaho and the other needs of that area—where 
else can it come from except from Hells Canyon Dam? 

It is the one great dam that is available to make power available 
for that lower area. It would be 2.5-mill power, and that would save 
us up to $8 a ton in the cost of making treble-super-phosphate, but 
is on a competitive basis, enable us to supply our farmers with phos- 
phate to supply their soil, not only for the Pacific Northwest, but for 
the western half of America. We can’t make the high-analysis phos- 
phate of 60 to 65 percent by any other method than the electric 
furnace. 

That is tremendously important, because of the great distances 
which this fertilizer has to move, and transportation costs can be cut 
per unit of fertilizer when you make the high-analysis product. It 
is important to the Northwest, California, to every State that can be 
reached from the transportation standpoint. We think this program 
of low-cost phosphate fertilizer is of national importance if we want 
to maintain agriculture on a sound and profitable basis, and we think 
Hells Canyon Dam is the one dam that can make available the great 
quantities of low-cost power that are going to be needed in that in- 
dustry alone in southern Idaho. 

My people have the money, and are ready to build a plant now, if the 
power is available. We don’t ask any help from the Federal Govern- 
ment except to make the power available. We will do the rest of the 
job ourselves and we will furnish low-cost phosphate fertilizer for our 
farmers. 

For that reason we think this particular issue is of major importance 
in developing the water resources of the Pacific Northwest. 

I would like to make one other observation: that when we have 
developed all the power that we can develop from the Columbia and 
Snake Rivers, more than 30 million kilowatts, looking down the 
road another 25 or 30 years, we still won’t have enough electric power 
to take care of future generations, and any program that prevents us 
from getting the maximum development of the hydroelectric power 
on the Columbia or Snake River or the maximum development of 
reclamation and irrigation in my judgment is contrary to public 
interest. 

For those very definite and specific reasons, gentlemen, we sincerely 
trust this committee will recommend favorably on Hells Canyon Dam, 
and authorize it, so we can get it in the mill and get power developed 
which in itself will pay the Federal Government back over a period 
of 50 years plus 3 percent interest, the total cost chargeable to power. 

Certainly that is a marvelous return to the Federal Government by 
such a program in making sure that we supply phosphate fertilizer 
needs of the western half of America. I do want to make one other 
point: 

Low-cost power in southern Idaho and in Oregon and Washington 
is bringing a new type of irrigation, sprinkler irrigation, with alum- 
inum tubing, that is putting—land that isn’t susceptible to gravity 
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flow—hundreds and thousands of acres under production; and, if you 
want to expand new acreage in southern Idaho that is not now suscep- 
tible to irrigation, make available low-cost power in such quantities 
and you will greatly expand the irrigated acreage of southern Idaho 
just as we are doing in Oregon and Washington. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Enaxie. Mr. Baker, does this co-op supply materials to farmers / 

Mr. Baker. Yes, sir; all types of farm supplies that farmers use to 
produce crops. 

Mr. Enate. Including fertilizers. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rrean. At this point, could I ask a question ? 

You say you supply 134 separate farm organizations ¢ 

Mr. Baker. That is right; they in turn have about 75,000 farmer 
members. 

Mr. Regan. How many employees does your co-op have ¢ 

Mr. Baker. In my own organization about 300. 

Mr. Reean. What does your big organization have / 

Mr. Baker. That is the big wholesale one. The little ones vary 
from 3 to maybe 50. 

Mr. Recan. Do you show a profit ? 

Mr. Baker. Our profit goes back to the individual farmers. 

Mr. Regan. You said you had plenty of money to put in a phosphate 
plant. 

Mr. Baker. We certainly do. 

Mr. Regan. You don’t distribute those to the farmers? 

Mr. Baxer. We go out and borrow the money from the farmers 
to build the fertilizer plant, and pay them interest. 

Mr. Recan. Do you pay taxes? 

Mr. Baxer. Every tax except income tax, Federal, and we turn 
our profits back to the farmers and they in turn pay taxes. 

Mr. Recan. That is all. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Eneur. Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Bunge. I didn’t wish to ask you a question at this time, Mr. 
Baker, but because I do feel that it fits in at this point I want to ask 
unanimous consent to insert in the record at this point an excerpt 
from the Columbia River Power System Report of 1950 by the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration. 

Mr. Ener. Would you mind stating in a sentence or two what 
the yg onde of it is? 

Mr. buper. This is a tabulation of the present power program of 
the Federal Government in the Northwest. It is broken down into 
existing projects, which are at the present time producing 2,485,300 
kilowatts of power; projects now under construction, which will pro- 
duce 2,748,100 kilowatts of power; and the authorized projects, which 
will product 5,703,500 kilowatts of power. The total cost of the 
projects now under construction—not the ones already built but those 
under construction and the ones authorized, and which under the 
Bureau program are to be completed within 10 years—total cost of 
those two under construction and authorized amounts to $3,380,640,000, 
which means that this Congress in the next 10 years will have to ap- 
propriate $338,064,000 every year for 10 years in order to carry out 


the present Federal power program in the Northwest, without Hells 
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Canyon or any of the other dams that are being considered as supple- 


mental thereto. 


Mr. Enoie. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Buper. I ask unanimous consent to insert the tabulation. 

Mr. Eneie. Without objection, the document may be made a part 
of the record at this point. 

(The information is as follows:) 


[Excerpt from Columbia River Power System Report, 1950, Bonneville Power Administration] 


Taste XI.—Federal hydroclectric projects in the coordinated construction pro- 


gram existing, authorized, 


correspond to a coordinated system of operation of all plants 


Existing projects: 
Grand Coulee 
Bonneville 
Minidoka 
Boise Diversion 
Black Canyon 


Total 


Projects nder construction: 
H' ngry Horse 
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McNary 
Anderson Ranch__- 
Lookout Point (Meridian) 
Dexter 
Detroit __ 
Big Cliff 
Albeni Falls 


Total. 


Authorized projects: 
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The Dalles. ._- 
Ice Harbor 
Lower Monumental 
Little Goose 
Lower Granite 
Hills Creek 
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Green Peter 4 puabaaeves 
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Palisades. _ 
American Falls 
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Total, under construction. __- 
Total, others authorized____- 
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Cost (8,451,600 $400 I er kilowatt) 
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Washington-Oregon.. 

do : . 
Washington 

do 

do 

do 
Oregon 

do 

do 
Washington 

do... 
Idaho-_. 


do 


315 of ultimate 18 units are now in operation and 3 units are being manufactured. 


* Power facilities are not authorized. 


Mr. Eneir. Thank you, Mr. Baker, for your statement. 
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(Mr. Baker’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES F. BAKER, SECRETARY AND GENERAL MANAGER, PACIFIC 
SUPPLY COOPERATIVE 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Str: My nameis Charles Baker. I am the secretary and general manager 
of Pacitie Supply Cooperative, a wholesale marketing and purchasing associa- 
tion with headquarters at Walla Walla, Wash. We are a federated type of 
cooperative and have 134 local farmer cooperative associations throughout the 
States of Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, who in turn have as members more 
than 75.000 farmers. By unanimous vote of the board of directors of VPacific 
Supply Cooperative at their meeting held March 6, I was instructed to appear 
before this committee to testify for and in support of Hells Canyon Dam for the 
reasons which I will outline herewith. 

For many, many years, the officers and directors of Pacific Supply Cooperative 
have strongly supported the maximum development of the water resources of 
the Columbia and Snake Rivers, as outlined in the 308 Report of the Corps of 
Army Engineers, and as later presented in the comprehensive plan presented 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, Bonneville Power Administration, and the Corps 
of Engineers. At annual conventions of the association, resolutions supporting 
and affirming this position have been adopted from time to time. The interests 
of our farmers in this whole program stems from four basic phases of this great 
development program : 

(1) Navigation —When the program is completed, it will mean slack-water 
navigation to Lewiston, Idaho, on the Snake River, tap the heart of the Wheat 
Belt of the Northwest, and effect transportation savings on wheat moving to the 
markets of the world in the sum of millions of dollars annually. Forest products, 
lime, cement, and other bulk commodities which lend themselves to water trans- 
portation will likewise be affected from a transportation standpoint. 

(2) Reclamation.—The great reclamation projects of the West already have 
made a major contribution to the economy of the country, and this program when 
completed will add at least another 3,000,000 acres of productive land—land 
which will be vitally needed looking down the road 25 years hence to feed the 
rapidly growing population of this country. 

(3) Flood control.—The third basic point which we strongly support is that 
of flood control. By construction of some seven or eight storage dams in 
the headwaters of the Columbia and Snake Rivers, the flood-control problem of 
the Columbia River system can be solved according to the Corps of Engineers. 
Helis Canyon Dam is one of the large flood-control reservoirs in the entire 
system. It should be remembered also that by building these great storage 
dams of which Hells Canyon is one, and impounding the floodwaters to be 
released later in the fall and winter when the stream flows are at low ebb, 
greatly increases the firm prime power at all downstream dams. 

(4) Power development.—The fourth major phase of this great resources 
development program is that of low-cost hydroelectric power. Members of 
Congress, and the people of the Nation as a whole, are thoroughly cognizant of 
the great part played by Bonneville and Grand Coulee Dams during World War 
II. You are also aware of the constant shortage of power in the Northwest 
for not only national defense, but for civilian needs. Great increases in the 
productive capacity of the hydroelectric power plants of the Northwest must 
be forthcoming if we are to keep pace with the growing needs of the region. 
Hells Canyon Dam will make a major contribution to the power production on 
the Columbia and Snake River system not only with respect to the GSS.,000 
kilowatts of prime power produced at the dam site, but because of the sub- 
stantial ouantities of additional firm prime power developed at downstream 
dams from stored floodwaters when released. 
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Hells Canyon Dam is a key dam in another sense from a power standpoint. 
A glance at the map readily shows that it is the one great dam closely situated 
to southern Idaho. If the future power requirements of southern Idaho are 
to be met by making available low-cost power in the quantities which they 
are certain to require, then Hells Canyon Dam is the one source which can 
supply the rapidly growing needs of this area. In this connection, I should 
also like to point out that it is our judgment that under the proposed program 
to allocate 300,000 kilowatts of prime power from Hells Canyon Dam to the 
State of Idaho, we believe it is not adequate. We believe the State of Idaho, 
and eastern Oregon will ultimately require all of the power from Heils Canyon 
Dam to take care of their future growth and needs. 

Irrigation rights—We are happy indeed that we are appearing before a 
Committee of Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives 
of the United States Congress, for you gentlemen have demonstrated your keen 
loyalty and interest in the development of irrigation and reclamation projects 
in the Western States over the years. Our people are all agreed that water 
is a life-giving blood to our western lands and the protection of the water rights 
for the individual water users is of great and vital importance. It seems un- 
necessary for us to suggest that this committee serve as a watchdog to make 
certain that the beneficial uses of water are fully protected in this legislation, 
for without that safeguard there would be a danger. Our perusal of the bill 
hefore this committee has satisfied us that this problem has been well pro- 
tected. However, we do request that the committee scrutinize carefully to 
make certain that this safeguard meets the language of which the members of 
this committee are familiar. 

Phosphate fertilizer—Western Fertilizer Association, owned by seven farm 
cooperatives in the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Utah, has under 
perpetual lease with the Department of Interior a large deposit of phosphate 
rock near Soda Springs, Idaho. According to our geologist, this deposit con- 
tains more than 30 million tons of high-grade phosphate rock and approximately 
75 million tons of low-grade rock. We have opened up the deposit and are now 
mining rock and have the capital and are ready and anxious to build our own 
processing facilities. Pacific Supply Cooperative is a major stockholder in 
Western Fertilizer, having 47 percent of the invested capital in this corporation. 

From the standnoint of the farmers we serve in the Pacific Northwest, Hells 
Canyon Dam is vital as a source of supply of low cost power with which to 
preesss the phosphate rock of southern Idaho into high analysis phosphate 
fertilizer. 

The use of fertilizer in the Pacific Northwest during the last 10 years has 
increased at the amazing rate of more than 600 percent. There is presently 
and has been for some time an acute shortage of high analysis treble super- 
phosphate in the area—nor has the demand for fertilizer by any means reached 
its maximum peak in this territory. According to our fertilizer experts, an 
ever increasing demand can be anticipated for the next 10 years or more. There 
are two methods of processing phosphate rock generally used throughout the 
country. One is the sulfuric acid method generally used in many areas, and the 
other is by an electric furnace. I need not tell this committee of the serious 
shortage of adequate supplies of sulfur to meet the domestic needs, nor the 
fact that sulfuric acid in the intermountain area is not available in adequate 
quantities, nor at a reasonable cost price to be used in processing phosphate 
rock—nor is there presently available electric power in sufficient quantities, and 
at a low enough price from the private utilities in the area to make it feasible 
to use electric furnace process in making treble superphosphate. Careful surveys 
which we have had prepared by technical men show that the difference in making 
a ton of treble superphosphate with 2% mill power available as is now the case 
through the grid system served by the Bonneville Power Administration, and as . 
compared with the 5 mills charged by the Idaho Power Co. would mean a 
difference of between $5 and $8 per ton. It is our firm belief that low-cost 
phosnhate fertilizer, in order to maintain the soil fertility of the farm lands of 
the Nation, is of national importance and fully justifies the building of Hells 
Canyon Dam by the Federal Government at once and the extension of the 

3Zonneville grid svstem to the area in order that the postage stamp rate of 
low-cost power can be made available in the phosphate rock deposits of southern 
Idaho. 

In connection with the phosphate fertilizer development. there’s another point 
which, from a resources standpoint, is also inmportant—65 percent of the phos- 
phate rock in southern Idaho is less than 30 percent P.O;. Rock of this low 
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analysis cannot be processed by the sulfuric acid method, but can be handled 
easily in an electric furnace. Thus, it is readily apparent that two-thirds of 
the rock which can be mined would be of no value for use in a sulfuric acid plant 
whereas 100 percent utilization can be secured from an electric furnace installa- 
tion. Surely, good common sense dictates that a processing method that can 
utilize all of the phosphate rock be provided in the public interest. Low cost 
electric power from Hells Canyon Dam will furnish this answer. 

Maximum resources development.—May I suggest one other point which in 
our opinion is of primary importance t6 every citizen of this country. Looking 
down the road 25 years hence when we have developed all the hydroelectric 
power on the great Columbia and Snake River system as outlined in the 308 review 
report, we still won’t have enough low-cost power in the Pacific Northwest to 
supply our ever growing economy. Henceforth, the proposal of the Idaho Power 
Co. to build five low dams (only one of which is actually proposed by them) in 
lieu of Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River, capable of a maximum production 
of only 450,000 kilowatts of prime power and with no flood control would mean 
a net resources loss in prime hydroelectric power alone of at least 750,000 kilo- 
watts worth at least $2,000,000,000 as a permanent natural resource. 

We ought not, we should not, we dare not throw away a valuabe resource of 
this magnitude. In conclusion, may I point out in a brief summary that it is in 
the public interest of the people of the Pacific Northwest and of the entire 
Nation as well that we: 

(1) Build Hells Canyon Dam at once as an integral flood-control unit in the 
Columbia River system in order to ultimately maintain maximum flood control ; 

(2) It is of basic importance that we develop the maximum of hydroelectric 
power in this over-all program and Hells Canyon Dam again is a key unit in 
getting maximum development not only at the dam site but by firming up power 
at dams on the lower reaches of the rivers. 

(3) Hells Canyon Dam is the only source from which great quantities of low- 
cost hydroelectric power can be produced and brought to the great phosphate 
rock deposits of southern Idaho in order to make low-cost phosphate fertilizer 
for the farmers of the western half of America. 

(4) There is another basic point which we desire to call to the attention of 
your committee in connection with this over-all river development program in 
the Pacific Northwest. Our businessmen, our farmers, our laboring people, both 
Democrats and Republicans generally throughout the territory have strongly 
supported the maximum development because it has proven to be a very sound 
and wise and profitable investment of Federal funds in the public interest. 
Already, the white elephants of yesterday of the Bonneville and Grand Coulee 
Dams, in the opinion of the same people who are fighting Hells Canyon Dam 
today are far ahead of the repayment schedules demanded by the Congress of 
the United States and will return to the Federal Treasury with 3 percent interest 
the entire amount charged by the Congress to hydroelectric power development 
in less than a 50-year amortization period. The acute power shortage of the 
area and the great resources yet to be developed as additional great quantities 
of hydroelectric power are made available makes this program not only a high- 
grade investment of the public funds which will be repaid rapidly with interest, 
but will result in hundreds of millions of dollars of new private capital being 
invested in the Northwest, furnishing jobs for people and creating new taxpaying 
institutions on a municipal, county, State, and Federal level to support our 
national economy. 

These great valuable phosphate deposits of southern Idaho belong to the people 
of this Nation. Likewise, the great water resources of the Columbia and Snake 
Rivers belong to our citizens and what could be more sensible and practical 
in the over-all public interest than to harness the water power at Hells Canyon 
Dam to its maximum capacity and bring that low-cost power to the phosphate 
rock deposits of Idaho to build and protect the future economy of this Nation 
and more particularly the soil fertility of the land which is our greatest natural 
resource, 

In view of the many public reasons that we have set forth and the justification 
for the authorization of the Hells Canyon Dam project, we do respectfully urge 
favorable action upon the part of this committee. 


Mr. Enoate. Mr. Ullman, your next witness ? 
Mr. Uniman. Yes, sir; Mr. Glenn Bunting of Chicago, TI. 
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STATEMENT OF GLENN BUNTING, MANAGER, CENTRAL FARMERS 
COOPERATIVE, CHICAGO, ILL. 





Mr. Buntine. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Enoctr. Mr. Bunting, you are from the Central Farmers Coop- 
erative of Chicago, IIl.? 

Mr. Buntinc. That is correct. . 

Mr. Enete. Does that have some relationship to the third, of Idaho? 

Mr. Buntinea. Yes, sir; this corporation owns property in Idaho, 
phosphate property. I would like to cover that by a statement, if I 
may. 

Mr. Ener. Proceed. 

Mr. Buntinc. My name is Glenn W. Bunting. I am manager of 
Central Farmers Fertilizer Co., Chicago, Il. 

This corporation is owned by 15 agricultural cooperatives who 
serve 1,420,000 farmers, mostly in the Midwest Corn Belt area, with 
fertilizer and other essential farm supplies. Our major distribution 
of fertilizer materials is in the States of Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, 
Illinois, Missouri, Oklahoma, Kansas, Iowa, Nebraska, North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. These 13 States having 
283,446,000 acres of plowable land, account for 55 percent of the plow- 
able farm land of the Nation. From this area more than half of our 
Nation’s food supply is produced. 

The increase in food production in the last 2 decades has to a large 
degree been a credit to (1) farm mechanization, (2) improved seed 
varieties, and (3) better control of insect pests. 

These important factors have done much to improve the economic 
plight of the farmer and to lower the cost of production, which to 
some degree is reflected in our daily food costs. To depend upon any 
one or combination of these factors for continued increase in produe- 
tion of food and fiber is overlooking the basic nature of agriculture 
which is closely related to chemistry. 

The productive capacity of any acre of land will ultimately depend 
upon the degree to which the necessary minerals are replenished in 
the soil to make up for that which is removed by crops. Phosphorus 
is one of the universally important minerals that must be replenished 
in the soil if crop yields and adequate nutritional values are to be 
maintained. Generally, crops grown on soils containing adequate 
phosphorus contain 3 times as much phosphorus as those grown on 
phosphorus starved soils. 

The recognition by farmers that more phosphorus is needed in the 
soil is evidenced by the fact that the sale of phosphatic fertilizer, in 
the 13 principal States served by this organization, increased 500 
percent from 1939 to 1950, or from 121,519 tons of P.O; to 607,966 
tons of P.O;. Further increase in the use of phosphate fertilizer is 
now limited due to the shortage of sulfuric acid. The common method 
used to convert the phosphorus contained on rock phosphate into a 
form that is readily available to plants, is to mix finely ground rock 
phosphate with sulfuric acid. 

It is estimated that sulfur will be short 650,000 long tons of meet- 
ing the minimum needs of agriculture for 1951-1952. Furthermore, 
after making allowance for new sulfur production and planned recov- 
ery of sulfuric acid from smelters, it is estimated that this shortage 
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to meet minimum agricultural needs in 1954-1955 will be 754,000 
long tons. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. Chairman, I don’t like to interrupt, but what does 
this have to do with the authorization on this bill? 

Mr. Ener. Let the witness connect up his statement. 

Will you show the connection ¢ 

Mr. Bow. I think all of this matter he refers to now we know 
through the Department of Agriculture, the need of phosphates. 
Let’s get down to the question of this dam that is going to be built 
out here. 

Mr. Reean. I think that is right. Our time is short. There is no 
need of hearing this extracurricular information about what the co- 
op here does to ) the co- op out at Idaho unless it had a direct relation- 
ship to this dam. The gentleman should confine his talk to the dam, 
or else retire. 

Mr. Enoie. The Chair thinks he has quite a bit to say. 

Mr. Buntine. May I disgress from my printed statement ? 

This corporation having its office in Chicago—— 

Mr. Reean. It is a corporation ¢ 

Mr. Bunting. A corporation under the laws of the State of Illi- 
nois—signed a contract for the purchase of 2,000 acres of phosphate 
land in southwestern Idaho for which power is essential for the 
development—— 

Mr. Bunce. Just a moment. 

Mr. Chairman, with whom did you sign that contract ? 

Mr. Buntina. The stockholders syndicate, a corporation in Cali- 
fornia which owns some 2,000 acres in Bear Lake, Idaho; and we have 
a contract to purchase all of the existing stock thereby to acquire the 
corporation and its property. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you. 

Mr. Buntine. I mean that is my reason for being here today—is 
our desire to have electric energy to use that natural resource for 
which we are paying money for the purchase. 

Now, we have employed a competent engineer, Day & Zimmerman 
Co., of Philadelphia, to survey whether we ‘should use sulfuric acid or 
electric energy, and that report shows us that we should have low-cost 
hydroelectric power for the following reasons: 

The facility can be built for less money; a more complete utilization 
of the phosphate can be made; the phosphate is in a varying concen- 
tration of phosphate content; the lower-grade phosphate is usable by 
electric energy, but it cannot be utilized by the sulfuric acid method ; 
by the use of electric energy three to four times as much phosphorus 
can be attained from the phosphate deposits in Idaho. 

That is true of the one that we are purchasing, and I think that is 
representative of the State as a whole. 

Electric energy will allow us to produce a 65 to 67 percent P,O; 
product known as calcium metaphosphate. This product contains 
50 percent more phosphorus than can be produced by the use of sul- 
furic acid. We have attempted to purchase sulfuric acid or sulfur 


‘prior to the Korean situation. We were unable to get from any pro- 


ducer of sulfur a contract for 55,000 to 57,000 tons of sulfur that 
would be required to operate a plant to produce 85,000 tons of P,O, 
annually. We contemplate the use of electric furnace which will 
utilize 55,000 to 57,000 kilowatts of power, that is, the load of 55,000 
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to 57,000, which would mean an annual consumption of kilowatts of 
power of about 369 million kilowatts of power. 

We have taken this problem to the Utah Power & Light Co. be- 
cause they service the area in which our property is located, and the 
Utah Power & Light Co. advises they cannot furnish us that amount 
of power because they do not have that amount of surplus generating 
capacity. ‘To install the new generating capacity and use steam it 
would require that they quote us a rate that in our opinion is pro- 
hibitive for use in production of fertilizer. 

Now, the significance of the rate as it applies to the cost of fertilizer, 
it might be ligened to saying that the fertilizer required for one aver- 
age-size farm in the Midwest would require energy at 2-mill rate, 
equal to $13.92 a year, whereas if that rate is 7 mills per kilowatt, elec- 
tric energy cost alone would be $48.72 per year. 

That represents a difference in energy cost of $34.80 per year, and 
Iam speaking of an average farm unit of 160 acres. 

The significance of low-cost hydroelectric power being available to 
phosphate processing in southeastern Idaho is readily apparent. For 
the production of phosphatic fertilizer, about 6,440 kilowatt-hours of 
electric energy is equivalent to 1 ton of sulfur. 

Our country is indeed fortunate in having the potential water power 
in the Northwest that can be developed to furnish needed electric 
energy which can effectively substitute for sulfur and sulfuric acid 
the manufacture of phosphatic fertilizer. 

The supply of sulfur in this country today is extremely short, as 
you know. The tonnage is something like 350,000 tons short of our 
needs immediately, and for 1954-55 it is estimated that the shortage 
of sulfur to meet the minimum needs of agriculture will be in the order 
of 754,000 tons. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Mr. Chairman, might I interrupt the witness just a 
minute ¢ 

I suppose you know the reason why there is a shortage of sulfur in 
this country at the present time ? 

Mr. Bunttna. My reason. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Do you know? 

Mr. Buntine. Our increased usage of sulfur plus the fact we have 
exported an awful lot of sulfur out of this country, and that which we 
have exported we can’t get back. 

Mr. D’Ewart. That is right. 

The United States Government under our foreign contracts have 
made contracts to export such huge amounts of sulfur that we have 
cut our supplies below the bare minimum we need. That is the 
reason. 

Mr. Bun‘rine. That which we have already shipped out, we do 
not have for present or future generations. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. If we did not have to ship such tremendous amounts 
of aid overseas, maybe we could make it available to the farmers of 
this country instead of making it available overseas. 

Mr. Bunting. For the farmers of this country and for the people 
of this country in our opinion it is of the utmost importance to agri-: 
culture and the Nation that the maximum use be made of low-cost 
eg power potentialities of the Snake River as provided in 

. R. 57438. 
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The phosphate shortage problem is a national problem that deserves 
careful and thorough consideration. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Enoie. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, could I ask one question at this point? 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Bunting, would you answer one question of Mr. 
Budge, please. 

Mr. Buntinea. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Isn't it true that this phosphate that you seek to de- 
velop, figuring in transmission line miles and in this bill, there is no 
provision, or in the cost of this project, there is nothing for transmis- 
sion lines; isn’t it true that this place that you seek to develop where 
you want to put your plant is almost 500 miles from the site of Hell’s 
Canyon Dam? 

Mr. Buntina. It is down in the corner of Idaho, sir. I can’t give 
you the exact mileage from Hells Canyon to here. 

Mr. Buper. It is very close to 500 miles. 

- Buntrine. It is quite a distance. I grant you that; that is 
right. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I would like to state for the record at this point that 
House Document 473 shows that the transmission costs den from 
Hells Canyon to this phosphate plant will be 2.18 mills per kilowatt- 
hour. To that, I suppose, you would have to add, in spite of the state- 
ment of the Secretary the other day, the cost of production of 2 mills. 

Mr. Enoete. Thank you very much, Mr. Bunting. 

(Mr. Bunting’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GLENN W. BUNTING, MANAGER, CENTRAL FARMERS FERTILIZER Co., 
CHICAGO, ILL. 


My name is Glenn W. Bunting. I am manager of Central Farmers Fertilizer 
Co., Chicago, IL. 

This corporation is owned by 15 agricultural cooperatives who serve 1,420,000 
farmers mostly in the Midwest Corn Belt area with fertilizer and other essential 
farm supplies. Major distribution of fertilizer materials being in the States of 
Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Illinois, Missouri, Oklahoma, Kansas, Iowa, Nebraska, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. These 13 States having 
283,446,000 acres of plowable land, account for 55 percent of the plowable farm 
land of the Nation. From this area more than half of our Nation’s food supply 
is produced. 

The increase in food production the last two decades has to a large degree 
been a credit to (1) farm mechanization, (2) improved seed varieties, and (3) 
better control of insect pests. These important factors have done much to im- 
prove the economic plight of the farmer and to lower the cost of production, 
which to some degree is reflected in our daily food costs. To depend upon any 
one or combination of these factors for continued increase in production of food 
and fiber is overlooking the basic nature of agriculture which is closely related 
to chemistry. The productive capacity of any acre of land will ultimately depend 
upon the degree to which the necessary minerals are replenished in the soil to 
make up for that which is removed by crops. Phosphorus is one of the uni- 
versally important minerals that must be replenished in the soil if crop yields, 
and adequate nutritional values, are to be maintained. Generally, crops grown 
on soils containing adequate phosphorus contain three times as much phosphorus 
as those grown on phosphorus-starved soils. 

The recognition by farmers that more phosphorus is needed in the soil is 
evidenced by the fact that the sale of phosphatic fertilizer, in the 13 principal 
States served by this organization, increased 500 percent from 1939 to 1950 
(from 121,519 tons of P.O; to 607,966 tons of P.O;). Further increase in the 
use of phosphate fertilizer is now limited, due to the shortage of sulfuric acid. 
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The common method used to convert the phosphorus contained in rock phosphate 
into a form that is readily available to plants, is to mix finely ground rock phos- 
phate with sulfuric acid. 

It is estimated that sulfur will be short 650,000 long tons of meeting the 
minimum needs of agriculture for 1951-52. Furthermore, after making allow- 
ance for new sulfur production and planned recovery of sulfuric acid from 
smnelters, it is estimated that this shortage to meet minimum agricultural needs 
in 1954-55 will be 754,000 long tons. 

In 1947 this organization purchased some 2,000 acres of land in southeastern 
Idaho in order to acquire a substantial deposit of phosphate. Day & Zimmer- 
mann, Ine., of Philadelphia, Pa., a competent engineering company, was em- 
ployed to make an investigation on methods of processing to determine whether 
sulfuric acid or electric energy should be used to convert the rock phosphate 
into a concentrated form for fertilizer use. This survey indicates that if low- 
cost hydroelectric power is available there are many advantages to the use of 
electric energy. These advantages include: 

(a4) Lower capital investment in processing-plant facilities. 

(b) More complete utilization of the phosphorus contained in the deposit. 
(Our phosphate deposit, like others in the West, contains three to four 
times as much phosphorus in the low-grade phosphatic shales, than is con- 
contained in high-grade rock. Low-grade phosphatic shale can be utilized 
in an electric furnace and only high-grade rock is suitable for use by the 
sulfuric-acid method.) 

(¢) More concentrated product can be produced by using electric energy. 
Calcium metaphosphate containing 65 to 67 percent P20; cannot be pro- 
duced except by the electric-furnace method, 

Calcium metaphosphate contains approximately 50 percent more phosphorus 
than is contained in concentrated superphosphate, the most concentrated product 
that can be produced by the sulfuric-acid method. This is of special interest 
to the Midwest where a long freight haul is involved from either Florida or 
from the West. The average rail mileage from Georgetown, Idaho, to our 
various distribution points in the Midwest is 1,410 miles. The savings in freight, 
bag cost, and handling cost are readily apparent. Calcium metaphosphate is 
a relatively new type of phosphatic fertilizer developed by ‘ennessee Valley Au- 
thority. Up to date we have purchased 35,518 tons of this product and it has 
met with universal acceptance for use on the acid soils of our area. Experi- 
ments of midwestern land-grant colleges over a 15-year period demonstrate that 
phosphorus contained in calcium metaphosphate is equal in value to the phos- 
phorus contained in superphosphate or in concentrated superphosphate. 

ven prior to the Korean situation we were unable to contract with any pro- 
ducer of sulfur for the quantity that would be required for an economical plant 
operation to produce 175,000 tons of concentrated superphosphate annually. 
Smelters such as Bunker Hill and Sullivan Mining & Smelting Co., of Kellogg, 
Idaho, and American Smelting & Refining, of Garfield, Utah, have not been in a 
position to offer us sulfuric acid nor give encouragement for supply in the future 
at a price that would assure an economical phosphate fertilizer operation. 

Our phosphate deposit is located in the portion of Idaho that is serviced by 
Utah Power & Light Co. We submitted our problem to them, but they do not 
have surplus generating capacity to supply an electric furnace plant to produce 
85.000 tons of P.O; annually, that is equal to 175,000 tons of concentrated triple 
superphosphate or 127,000 tons of calcinm metaplosphate. Additional steam- 
generating capacity would need to be constructed to supply 55,000-60,000 kilo- 
watt load. The rates quoted are, in our opinion, prohibitive for use in producing 
phosphate fertilizer. The electric energy required to produce 20 pounds of 
available P.O, in fertilizer is about 4.350 kilowatt hours. Twenty pounds of 
P.O, fertilizer is somewhat less than the minimum annual requirement per acre 
to maintain soil fertility in the humid region of the Midwest. For purposes of 
illustration let it be assumed that a minimum use of 20 pounds of P.O, is required 
per acre per year. On this basis, the electric energy cost to produce the phos- 
phate fertilizer for an average-sized farm of 160 acres would be as follows at 
various power rates: 
eee 
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A plant producing 85,000 tons of P.O; annually would require 869,750,000 kilo- 
watt hours of power. One mill increase in the rate would increase the annual 
cost $869,750. In return about 57,000 tons of sulfur would be saved by using 
electric energy 

The signific ance of low-cost hydroelectric power, being available for processing 
phosphate rock in southeastern Idaho, is readily apparent. 

For the production of phosphate fertilizer 6,440 kilowatt hours of electric 
energy is equivalent to 1 ton of sulfur. Our country is indeed fortunate to have 
potential water power in the Northwest that can be developed to furnish needed 
electric energy which can effectively substitute for sulfur and sulfuric acid in 
the manufacture of phosphatic fertilizer. It is of utmost importance to agri- 
culture and the Nation that maximum use be made of the hydroelectric-power 
potentialities of the Snake River, as provided in H. R. 5743. 

The shortage of phosphate fertilizer is a national problem that deserves care- 
ful and thorough consideration. 

Mr. Encore. Mr. Uliman, your next witness, please / 

Mr. Utieman. Mr. Chairman, while we are on this subject, with 
your permission I will call one other witness to testify very briefly 
along this same line, Mr. Frank Calvin, of St. Paul. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK N. CALVIN, FARMERS UNION CENTRAL 
EXCHANGE, INC., ST. PAUL, MINN. 


Mr. Canyin. | will read this off in a hurry. 

My name is Frank N. Calvin. I am the manager of the fertilizer 
department of the Farmers Union Central Exchange, Inc., a regional 
cooperative wholesale distributing all types of farm supplies in the 
States of Wisconsin, Minnesota, lowa, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Montana, and Wyoming. Our headquarters are located in South 
St. Paul, Minn. We are members of the Central Farmers’ Fertilizer 
Co., whose headquarters are in Chicago, Ill. This latter organiza- 
tion is composed of regional cooperatives throughout the North Cen- 
tral Midwestern States. 

Through the Central Farmers’ Fertilizer Co. we own a very large 
high-grade phosphate deposit near Georgetown, Idaho. 

We are having very great difficulty in supplying fertilizer materials 
to the farms in the area in which we operate because of our inability 
to procure a sufficient quantity of superphosphate. There is a very 
great need throughout our whole area for phosphate materials, and 
a still greater need is being realized by farmers as they note the de- 
pletion of phosphate in their soil, ‘The demand and use of phosphate 
materials in this area has increased from 20.000 tons to over 165,000 
tons of available phosphate in 10 years. This area really comprises 

t large part of the bread basket of the United States, and from the 
st standpoint of food supply it is very important. 

This is doubly important because the population of the country is 
increasing at the rate of 7,500 a day. 

The sulfuric-acid shortage makes it very difficult to produce com- 
mon superphosphate which has a concentration of 20 percent of phos- 
phate. In our widespread area the use of common 20 percent phos- 
phate is uneconomic because of the long transportation distances and 
the high cost of freight. It becomes, then. very necessary that we 
procure, and possibly have to develop a supply of much higher con- 
centrated materials. 
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Through the use of sulfuric acid, if it were available, it would be 
possible to develop a concentration of phosphate from 43 to 45 percent, 
which would be more economic than the 20 percent. This sort of a 
development does not seem to be feasible because of the shortage of 
sulfuric acid. Through an electric process and the production of 
elemental phosphorus by this means it is possible for us to produce a 
48- to a 50-percent concentration of so-called triple superphosphate, 
and, better still, we are able to produce a 65- to 67-percent concentra- 
tion of phosphate in a calcium metaphosphate. Such a production 
would be highly significant in supplying a economic phosphatic 
material for the land. 

Through electric process it might also be possible to produce a 
combination ss such as potassium metaphosphate, which would 
produce a material containing 57-percent phosphoric acid and also 
containing 35-percent potassium materials. 

The western deposits contain large amounts of raw rock phos- 
phatic materials. However, the largest percent of these materials 
in the raw state are contained in rock in amounts less than can be 
economically handled in any manner except by electric-furnace method 
and the use of large amounts of electric power. Necessarily, there 
must be cheap power. 

As an example, our own deposit has been surveyed to contain some- 
where around 50,000,000 tons of raw rock, of which only about 15 
ae is rock that can be worked with sulphuric acid economically. 

f sulphuric acid was the only method of developing this deposit, 
some 80 to 90 percent of the material would not be economically 
available. 

In order to develop this project the farmers, through their organ- 
izations, will spend somewhere between 15 and 18 million dollars 
for production facilities. This development demands low-cost elec- 
tric power. When completed this plant will provide additional se- 
curity for the whole Nation as a stand-by, or active plant for produc- 
tion of elemental phosphorus for defense. 

I think this is the beginning of demand for phosphate in our area, 
I know our organization is not getting any more than we necessarily 
need right now, and so that demand is going to grow. We have seen 
the growth in 10 years. 

From the standpoint of the general welfare and the present and 
future food supply of this country, it becomes almost compulsory 
that these Western deposits be developed and that electric power be 
obtained for this development. Since a single large sized electric 
furnace requires a continuous supply of 25,000 kilowatts of electricity, 
and a minimum-economical operating unit requires at least two fur- 
naces, it is readily seen that a firm load of over 50,000 kilowatts is 
required to operate a minimum economical unit. 

Since it is absolutely necessary to keep the final cost of the phos- 
phatic material for land application as low as possible, and since 
electric power represents a large percentage of the cost of production, 
it is readily seen that this electric power must be very cheap, and 
this is obtainable only through highly efficient water-power 
production. 

The Hells Canyon project, the development of which is now under 
consideration by the Government, can, and if constructed, will make 
available power in sufficient quantities, and low enough in cost, to make 
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this phosphatic material available throughout the area, which needs 
itso badly. We therefore feel that the activating of the Hells Canyon 
project, which will be self-liquidating, will fill a need for the whole 
country, and we hope that it will be authorized and developed as 
soon as possible. 

Mr. Eneue. Thank you very much, Mr. Calvin. 

Mr. Utitman. I would like to swing back to the grass roots out 
in Oregon and call Mr. Byron Brinton, of Baker, Oreg. 


STATEMENT OF BYRON BRINTON, PUBLISHER, BAKER 
RECORD-COURIER, BAKER, OREG. 


Mr. Brinton. Mr. Chairman, you have a copy of my statement 
which [ distributed this morning. I ask that the statement and sev- 
eral appended documents in the form of resolutions, resolutions from 
the irrigation people of our valley, be printed in the record. 

There is a chart or two there that I ask be inserted in the files. 

Mr. Enauz. Mr. Brinton, you are a publisher of Baker, Oreg., of 
the Record-Courier? 

Mr. Brinton. That is correct. 

Mr. Encue. You are secretary of the Hells Canyon Development 
Association of Baker, Oreg. ? 

Mr. Brinton. That is right. I was going to say that. 

Mr. Poutson. I would like to add at this point that I have been a 
subscriber to that paper for 35 years. I was born and raised in that 
country. 

Mr. Brinton. Thank you. 

Mr. Poutson. I have to keep track of my relatives. 

Mr. Brinron. That is the first thing I saw when I hit Washington, 
the paper on his desk. 

There are several observations that I wish to make, to correct some 
misunderstandings that might be left after this hearing. 

No. 1: Snake River is virgin ground so far as comprehensive de- 
velopment is concerned. There are no obstacles in the Snake River 
Canyon of any consequence to prevent the Congress from going in 
there and starting from virgin ground to incorporate the Hells Canyon 
area into comprehensive development for the benefit of the lands up- 
stream, for the development of the water in the canyon, and for the 
benefits of the areas downstream. 

For 40 years private power company has had a water right at Ox- 
bow in the canyon—40 years ago—this copy of a Baker newspaper 
dated 1906—they filed that in my county courthouse a water right for 
8,000 cubic second-feet of water, and they promised, the promoter of 
that project promised that, quoting the headline as I show it to you: 
“Oxbow would revolutionize eastern Oregon.” 

We say that they have effectively abdicated the privilege of devel- 
oping that resource and there are no substantial installations in the 
canyon to prevent development on a comprehensive basis now. We 
know what comprehensive development is. 

The second point: Oregonians have every right, we in eastern Ore- 
gon particularly, to support this project and to come here. There is 
that water right. It isin Oregon. 

Mr. Ener. What water right are you referring to? 
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Mr. Brinron. The water right now held by the Idaho Power Co. 
in Oregon for the 8,000 cubic second-feet of water at Oxbow. 

Mr. Enaxie. Will you point that out on the map? 

Mr. Brin'ron. Yes, sir, 25 miles above the canyon, above the dam 
site, above the confluence of Pine Creek, above the confluence of 
Powder River. 

Mr. Enexie. Do you contend that is Oregon water that goes into the 
Snake River from tributaries that originate in Oregon? 

Mr. Brinron. The water right is filed under the laws of the State of 
Oregon, and I presume could be contested and claimed in Oregon. 
Undoubtedly above the dam as well as against demand below the dam. 

Mr. Eneir. Did you say that was 8,000 cubic second-feet 

Mr. Brinton. Eight thousand cubic second-feet of water. 

Mr. Enote. Is that part of the same water which was referred to by 
a former witness as filing of 16,000 second-feet on the Snake River 4 

Mr. Brinron. A filing of 16,000 second-feet of water is contained 
in the same application before the Federal Power Commission by the 
power company, in which it cites its claimed valid water right in the 
State of Oregon. 

Mr. Ener. In other words, the 8,000 second-feet is part of the 
16,000 ? 

Mr. Brinton. No, sir. the 16,000 is filed in the State of Idaho. That 
is they say that they will file it. That is one of the declarations that 
is required in their application for permit. 

Mr. Enoue. If I understand the situation, the power company has 
filed on 16,000 second-feet in Idaho and 8,000 second-feet in Oregon ; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Brirnron. Yes: the 8,000 second-feet in Oregon has a 1906 
priority, sir. 

Mr. Ener. That was a long time ago. They haven't used that 
filing vet? 

Mr. Brinton. They have used part of it. They are not now using 
the filing. 

Mr. Enewr. I didn’t intend to interrupt the continuity of your state- 
ment. Go ahead. 

Mr. Brinron. That is perfectly all right. The existing plant at 
Ox Bow operated on 600, when it eperated, produced 600 kilowatts. 
That plant is in Oregon. It is one of those plants that they say is 
going to be destroyed to the tax base of my county. In other words, 
we have an interest in that. 

Snake River enters Oregon and flows either in Oregon or on the 
eastern boundary of Oregon for 150 miles above Hells Canyon and 
the power company saw fit in 1947 and 1948 to enter Oregon politics 
in connection with its Oxbow development, in connection with the 
Hells Canyon development. It undertook a period of utility domi- 
nation unheard of in American history. That was in Oregon. 

Mr. Enetr. Just to keep the record straight, will you state the 
extension between Oxbow and Hells Canyon geographically? Are 
they one and the same, or do they overlap each other or are they 
adjacent to each other? 

Mr. Brinron. You probably will hear discussed five dam sites by 
the private power company. "They lay in this same reservoir stretch 
of river; Hells Canyon site, is the site of the project we are proposing. 
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It is also the approximate lower site of a proposed five-dam low-head 
development. Ox Bow is the second dam, above that, where a de- 
crepit plant now is in existence, 1s not now operating but which 
would be completely wiped out, and installed under a new basis if 
they get their application before the Federal Power Commission at 
the present time. 

In other words, we have here every right, this is our interest, we 
have every right to consolidate and coordinate and unify the people 
of the two states on a voluntary basis for the beneficial development 
of the waters of these two states. That is what we do. That is what 
we are trying to do. We have the highest electric rates in the State 
of Oregon. Idaho has a high electric rate, one of the highest of any 
area that depends exclusively on hydroelectric power. 

We do not express any alarm whatsoever over the development of 
Hells Canyon Dam in respect to the suggested possible diversion of 
that power out of our area. 

I have been in this for a long time. I am not following any bureau 
on it. The Hells Canyon Association came into the picture after I 
came into it. The Corps of Engineers report came into it after I 
was interested in the river. The Bureau of Reclamation report like- 
wise. 

The coordinated agreement of the two agencies and revised projects 
that were planned since that time, and I have studied them all and I 
firmly am convinced that the development of this project has been 
basically sound. I only wish that the technical information could 
have been given before, but I hope you give it your sincere and un- 
biased consideration. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Ener. Thank you very much, Mr. Brinton. We appreciate 
your statement. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Brinton is as follows:) 


SrATEMENT BY Byron C. Brinron, SecReETARY, HeLtts CANYON DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION, BAKER, OREG. 


THE ISSUE IS COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT 


The issue in the case of the Hells Canyon Snake River project now before 
this committee is simple and clear. 

This Government long ago launched the program of comprehensive develop- 
ment of the Columbia River and its tributaries. 

The action of this committee must be guided by one immutable truth which 
every member of this committee must answer to—Snake River is the strong 
right arm that cannot be carved from the great torso of the Columbia, nor 
from the complete function of the whole. 


THE RIVER IS FREE OF ALL PRIVATE OPERATION 


Not only has the Congress of the United States through the development of a 
resource policy over the period of 40 years directed your verdict on the Snake, 
but also your verdict has been made easy by the abdication long ago of all sincere 
private development conflict and genuine contradiction, and by the utter 
absence of any qualified alternative. 

The Snake River was born into the comprehensive program starting with 
the Corps of Engineers, 308 report of the 1930's and came to maturity when the 
Hells Canyon site became a specific objective as the Corps tested the area and 
surveyed the river prior to World War ITI, completing their job after resump- 
tion of field work in 1945. The Hells Canyon project hearing was scheduled 
for Lewiston, Idaho, on July 9, 1947. 
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It was not innocent coincidence that on June 5, 1947, the board of directors 
of the Idaho Power Company ordered the company to make application for 
permits and licenses to build the Oxbow project—41 years after the private 
interest had on November 3, 1906, here in Baker, Oreg., filed upon the waters 
of Snake River at the site. Its only attempt at development had been between 
1910 and 1914, with a 600 kilowatt plant. This plant remained ineffective most 
of the time, and inoperative in recent years. This abandonment—in view of 
comprehensive development needs, in view of the need for employment stimula- 
tion in critical depression years and in view of critical power requirements 
in critical years leading up to the Second World War—is, in effect, an abdication 
of all intention to utilize the resource. It points a finger of guilt for an attempt 
now at an exploitation by right of claimed ownership of waters and by right 
of grant of a dam site on or about December 18, 1906, from the United States 
Government, a power site withdrawal area which has never been utilized as 
a part of the old Oxbow plant. 

In fact, the company in its application for preliminary permit (FPC) on 
June 18, 1947, made it clear that “This application is made in order that the 
applicant may secure and maintain priority for a license * * *” and on 
June 20, 1947, by letter to the Army Corps of Engineers at Portland, the Idaho 
Power Company served notice that it would exert its vested interest: “The 
purpose of this communication is to officially advise that Idaho Power Com- 
pany is the owner of the Oxbow power site * _ 


FIVE DAMS ARE JOHNNY-COME-LATELY 


It must be made clear that no operating power source of the company’s system 
is now in jeopardy since the plant is not now and has not been producing 
electric energy. It must be made clear that except for contestable rights at one 
time granted by the State of Oregon to water and by the Federal Government 
as to dam site at Oxbow and except for the nominal value of the depreciated 
old frame building plant at the site, no property interest is in jeopardy. 

It must be particularly noted that nowhere in its application for preliminary 
permit on June 18, 1947, did the company in discussing the required informa- 
tion on its proposed scheme of development mention in anywise in any connec- 
tion with that application an intention to build more than one dam on the Snake 
River in Hells Canyon area; and at no time in public did it so discuss such a 
plan until September 15, 1947, when it was heatedly contested before its hear- 
ing before the Oregon Hydroelectric Commission on its application, the com- 
pany through C. J. Strike, president, as reported in the official hearing record, 
answered that “there are a number of other dam sites between the Oxbow and 
Weiser flats, all of which constitute power developments for the future.” 


THE OWNERSHIP IS FEDERAL 


The area from Hells Canyon to Weiser flats is predominantly Federal land. 
That must be made clear. The company does not by ownership have title to 
five dam sites. The power resource of the river in Hells Canyon, except for 
the 1906 inoperative right at Oxbow, is virgin ground so far as the considera- 
tion of this committee of the Congress of the United States is concerned. 

The river is part of the Columbia Basin, the Congress has already launched 
the comprehensive program for the Columbia Basin and the authorization of 
Hells Canyon project is the further step toward completion of legislative enact- 
ment of the whole program. This committee can only decline approval by 
reversing policy. 

The burden rests not with the committee nor with the proponents of Hells 
Canyon project. The issue is clear. The burden must rest with the private 
utility which operates in Idaho. It must to prove beyond doubt that its desire 
to exploit a resource far beyond the heart of its own territory is sufficient 
cause for a public grant of a great portion of the water resources of the Pacific 
Northwest intended for multiple-purpose coordinated development to that private 
utility for partial, incomplete, single-purpose and monopoly installation. 

The utter lack of conflict of comprehensive development in Hells Canyon 
with a legitimate private claim to the whole area—or with any sincere private 
claim to any part of the area—dispels all possibility that the issue involves 
encroachment upon private enterprise. This is part of an established Federal 
program on a Federal waterway in an area where the people have retained 
the basic ownership involved. 

Precedence, sincerity, and right are in favor of Hells Canyon project. 
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Tus Is AN OREGON INTEREST 


Geographic considerations must also further clarify the issue. The Hells 
Canyon Development Association and the people of Oregon have a right to help 
to determine the future of the waters of Oregon. The private company exercises 
a 1906 priority for 8,000 cubic second-feet of water and that, members of this 
committee, is a dangerous water right in Oregon. The Oxbow development 
would be an investment in power plant in Oregon and not in Ohio. 

Oregon, by referendum upon the issue in 1948 of granting Oxbow right of 
freedom from public recapture which is denied in the Oregon hydroelectric laws 
of 1931, voted 173,000 to 242,000 against the low dam vested right in favor of the 
Federal coordinated plan for the stretch of river. The issue in the election was 
crystal-clear. 

All five of the alleged low-dam sites abut Oregon, four of them in Baker County 
and one in Wallowa County to the north. The Snake River completely enters 
the State of Oregon west of Boise above the Boise River and flows either in 
Oregon or on the border of Oregon for 150 miles to the Hells Canyon site. Exist- 
ing water rights involved are in Oregon as well as Idaho, including the great 
Owyhee project and including Burnt River and Thief Valley (Powder River) 
projects built by the Bureau of Reclamation in Baker County. The private com- 
pany’s 1906 priority on 8,000 cubic second-feet is in Oregon. Future develop- 
ments included Oregon arid land and supplemental-water land, including the 
currently discussed Baker Valley project here at Baker, Oreg. 

Of the private utility companies serving the area two are in Oregon—California 
Pacific Utilities Co. serving locally Baker, Union, Grant, and Harvey Counties 
with the highest electric rate in Oregon, and the Pacific Power and Light 
Co. serving Wallowa County. The Hells Canyon site is not only 200 miles 
north of the load center of the Idaho Power Company but this lower of the five 
sites would project the generation program of the Idaho Company deep into 
territory in which other companies have the distribution systems. 

Because of diversion and return the waters of Snake River above Weiser have 
not become a final co-mingled part of the Columbia system itself. Below Weiser, 
however, the Snake at Huntington, Oregon, enters the deepest canyon on the 
North American Continent and for 90 miles is channeled in rock to the Hells 
Canyon site. From Huntington north for 200 miles it is lost to the upper valleys— 
it becomes a final, physical part of the river system. Any contention that this 
issue is 100 percent the concern of the State of Idaho is contradicted by reality, 
just as the great Columbia in the State of Washington is not 100 percent the 
concern of Canada. 

Under the normal concept of interest the people of our communities along 
the river see in that resource a justified paramount concern. How the waters 
that touch upon our counties are developed is our concern. 


SINGLE-PURPOSE MONOPOLY DESTROYS THE FUTURE OF WATER 


But we are also concerned when the strange forces who profess to speak for 
fellow citizens either in this State or in the neighboring State of Idaho conceal 
a far different concept of interest under the guise of a claimed possession un- 
substantiated. It is a monopoly concept that respects neither the normal right of 
our people in their own river resource nor the comprehensive development prin- 
ciple embodied in the Hells Canyon project by which alone the people upstream, 
now and in the future, can protect their rights to the water which will be 
vastly more critical in the future than it is today. 

The sole protection for Idaho and the sole assurance of maximum utilization 
of the Snake River rests alone upon the principle that people upstream as well 
as downstream share responsibilities and privileges upon that stream—in brief 
the sole protection of people reposes in the comprehensive program established 
by the Congress for the Columbia River system which we in eastern Oregon 
defend our right to come here before Congress to uphold. 


THE STORY OF THE OPPOSITION 


While the story of Hells Canyon project goes back many years, the rise of 
opposition is documented throughout the region. 

It goes back to 1946. It began not as the proposal of the Idaho Power Co. 
to install a project in Hells Canyon but as a political move to convert an 
old 1906 right at Oxbow into a costly stumbling block in the reservoir of Hells 
Canyon project. 
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The signal came in October, 1946, upon the death of Oregon State Senator 
W. H. Strayer, of Baker, veteran watchdog of State affairs since 1914. Strayer 
was both the Republican and Democratic nominee for reelection. Only days 
before election Attorney Austin Dunn, of Baker, was named in a small Demo- 
cratic party caucus to replace Senator Strayer as nominee. Dunn was elected. 
Senator Rex Ellis of Pendleton actively sought and was named to the senate 
committee on utilities. A speech before the Baker Kiwanis Club prior to the 
January, 1947, legislative session by E. E. Kime, vice president and manager 
of California-lacific Utilities Co., indicates that the legislators knew in ad- 
vance a utility measure was pending. A. S. Grant, Baker utility attorney, 
was present at the Democratic caucus and helped in maneuvering the Dunn 
nomination. 

Within a few days after the session opened, the utilities committee in a man- 
ner of minutes had approved Dunn's bill, (S. B. 99), sponsored jointly by three 
other Baker and Malheur County legislators. Ellis and Dunn rushed the bill 
on the floor and it passed without a dissenting vote in the senate. Representa- 
tive Frishie, cosponsor, declared the Idaho Power Co. had “practically assured” 
him they would go ahead with a $10,000,000 project at Oxbow if the legis- 
lature changed the Oregon law by the bill. Company representatives at 
Salem were quoted in the press (2/6/47) as indicating the Oxbow project would 
be capable of 25,000 kw. The house passed the measure 46-14. 

Governor Earl Snell (R) immediately vetoed the measure, citing that it would 
jeopardize the recapture provisions of the 1931 Oregon Hydroelectric Act, estab- 
lish a probable 50-year license period and require condemnation proceedings in 
the event of public development of a site held by private utility operations 
“which payments to licensee thereunder would not be necessarily confined to ‘net 
investment’ and ‘severance damages’,” he observed. His view was shared by 
Ex-Governor Charles A. Sprague, Salem publisher, the “Mr. Republican of 
Oregon.” 

And the leading Oregon daily, the Portland Oregonian, confirmed Snell and 
Sprague: “Governor Snell showed political courage and administrative integ- 
rity. * * * The measure was rushed through both houses without adequate 
study. * * * The bill would seriously limit those public rights in hydro- 
electric development reserved in the 1931 act, and would grant to the Idaho Co. 
privileges not obtained nor demanded by other power companies. * * * Itis 
probable that a legislature dominated by private-enterprise thinking has been 
misled into the belief that this is a private versus public power issue. It is not. 
The Governor's veto should be sustained.” 

The senate overrode the veto 27 to 3 and the house 40 to 17. The Oregon 
State Grange immediately by petitions referred the measure to the election of 
1948. 

sa MYSTERY MEN 


With the Federal program maturing and private power polities born, there 
began in the Snake River country of Oregon a period of attempted utility domi- 
nation unheard of on the American scene. 

The Baker Chamber of Commerce, operating through a board of directors, and 
with voting done upon the basis of dollar contributions (in later years limited 
to a maximum of 5 votes) imported from a neighboring town a man by the 
name of Robert F. Ball in 1946. From that time until his resignation January 
6, 1949, when he announced his acceptance of an Idaho Power Co. promotion 
job, the chamber developed its utility complexion and it continued the Idaho 
Power Co. promotion until stopped by almost unanimous petitions of Baker 
businessmen against it in January of 1951. 

In July 1947, Ball organized a chamber-of-commerce delegation to the Lewiston, 
Idaho, Army Corps hearing on Hells Canyon project. The chamber opposition 
statement and the opposition statement of an inactive Baker County Taxpayers 
League brought to life for the occasion were prepared by Mr. A. 8. Grant, Baker 
attorney for California-Pacific Utilities Co., which had bought out the old local 
Eastern Oregon Light & Power June 28, 1946. Other attorpveys testifying at the 
hearing against the Hells Canyon project included Senator Austin Dunn and 
Representative Martin Gallacher, authors of the Senate bill 99 earlier in the 
year, and E, W. Kimberling, Grant County representative. 

Shortly thereafter, on September 15, 1947, Mr. Grant was authorized by the 
chamber to speak at Salem for it at the Oregon Hydroelectric Commission hear- 
ing on the application for the Oxbow project by the Idaho Power Co. It must 
be noted here by this committee of the Congress that not only the propaganda 
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but also the testimony of the opposition attempted to instill a fear in the people 
of this region by spreading erroneous conclusions: Testified Mr. Grant at Salem: 
“We appeared before the Army engineers at Lewiston, making known our posi- 
tion in that respect because we feel that the high dam would destroy quite a lot 
of good, valuable farm land. We don't know how far it goes into the Eagle 
Valley but should it (Hells Canyon Reservoir) go up there very far it would 
destroy one of the most productive regions in Baker County. So far as the 
Powder irrigation district (Baker Valley project) is concerned, as mentioned 
by one of the objectors, it does not involve us at all because the confluence of 
the Powder River and the Snake River is below the site of the proposed dam 
(Oxbow).” The statements are untrue. 


POWER COMPANY DOMINATION 


Meanwhile in 1946 Mr. Donald, of the law firm of Hallock, Donald & Banta, 
drew up the document by which the Baker chamber protested the effort of pub- 
lic-utility district sponsors to place a PUD issue on the ballot in Baker County. 
Mr. Blaine Hallock, of the same firm, represented certain groups in Union County 
battling alongside the California-Pacific Co. to prevent an organized PUD from 
becoming operative there. Mr. Hallock later, in 1948 on September 8, popped 
up as counsel for a committee of “farmers” promoting a merger of the Malheur- 
Baker County REA with the Idaho Power Co. By mid-1949 the company had ab- 
sorbed the KEA. 

In August 1947 the Oregon State Highway Commission protested the failure 
of the Idaho Power Co, in its application for preliminary permit at Oxbow to 
mention a State highway for floodage replacement. The State’s position in the 
public interest was protested by the Baker chainber. Said A. S. Grant: “It is 
not incumbent upon a State agency to go out of its way to stop development of 
our natural resources.” ‘The highway commission remained firm and insisted 
the highway be taken care of should Oxbow Dam be built. 

The chamber secured membership approval of a resource and industrial sur- 
vey. Immediately it turned the survey over to California-Pacific Utilities Co. 
and E. E. Kime, of the company, loaned a man by the name of Riordan to help 
to catalog the physical plant assets and future plans of every businessman in the 
territory. Upon widespread refusal of businessmen to divulge their thinking to 
the power company, the survey was dropped. 

With Senate bill 99 referendum at issue in the election year of 1948, Kime 
was named to the industrial development committee of the chamber in Febru- 
ary of that year. Oxbow was a $20,000,000 industry promised the people of 
Baker County if they would vote “Yes.” The local people were whipped into a 
fever heat to campaign State-wide. 

Oregon Senate bill 99 was a two-edged sword in the hands of the utilities. A 
“ves” vote by Oregon could be used as a mandate to the Federal Power Commis- 
sion to authorize the private license in the reservoir site of Hells Canyon. But 
if Hells Canyon were ever built the new Oregon law would be such that the Ox- 
bow rights, developed or undeveloped, would provide the basis for a gigantic 
shake-down against the Federal project either for enormous property litigation 
or severance power allocations or both. 


DOMINATED GROUPS APPROVE SCHEME 


Chamber Manager Ball launched the chamber on its promotion of Oxbow 
project in the Senate bill 99 referendum fight May 19, 1947, by announcing that 
the chamber had made an exhaustive study, research, and investigation and was 
recommending the Oxbow to the people. On May 27 the chamber sponsored an 
Idaho power motion picture and an address by its then president, C. J. Strike. 

On July 27, 1948, in a sudden move, at a meeting packed with utilities personnel 
but low in normal attendance during vacation time, E. E. Kime, vice president 
of Kiwanis Club, presided at a club session in the absence of the regular presi- 
dent. A close friend of Mr. Kime, Mr. Fred Moes, a finance company head, moved 
for endorsement of Senate bill 99 and the resolution passed. Moes pointed to 
an enormous tax valuation increase if Oxbow were built, and there was no 
discussion. 

September 30, 1948, the chamber announced its directors had authorized Man- 
ager Ball “to spend his entire time between now and the general election inform- 
ing the citizens of Oregon about the critical need to amend our Oregon hydro- 
electric laws.”” The chamber claimed passage of the bill would “double the 
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assessed valuation” of Baker County. It was not previously announced that 
Ball had already spent several weeks organizing the State for the utility cam- 
paign. The chamber’s letter to members and an enclosed pamphlet not as much 
as mentioned the pending Hells Canyon project site. It was a sneak attack. 
The chamber pamphlet was not produced in any printing plant in Baker and it 
was not printed by the chamber of commerce. 


MONEY FLOWS FREELY 


Nucleus of the campaign was centered in Manager Ball as secretary for a 
mysterious “More Power for Oregon Committee.” When the campaign was over 
the committee reported it had spent $27,887.29. No one in Baker admitted ex- 
tensive support of the chamber committee. The chamber itself officially filed 
$889.73 as its expense in the Senate bill 99 campaign. Idaho Power reported 
$17,024.70 and other Oregon utilities about $16,000. 

On the other side, the Baker weekly newspaper, which had been interested in 
the Snake River Hells Canyon development since Army engineers began their 
work before World War II, took up the battle against Oxbow and Senate bill 
99 soon after the legislative maneuver of 1947. Only a few other Oregon news- 
papers ventured to oppose the bill. The utilities were defeated 173,000 to 242,000 
at the November election throughout Oregon. The people voted for the reserva- 
tion of their major rivers for comprehensive development and resource conserva- 
tion. In spite of a no-one-dares-oppose-it campaign in Baker County the bill 
received only a margin of 39 votes in that county. This was a year before the 
Hells Canyon Development Association was organized. 

The campaign launched dozens of false claims and much misinformation. The 
Baker Daily in October quoted $1,730 per kilowatt the cost of Hells Canyon and 
never corrected the statement. A down-State daily (Oregonian) contended 
that Hells Canyon would never be built because of the “porous condition of the 
rock.” Mr. Kime, speaking in Baker October 26, 1948, claimed a big dam at 
Hells Canyon would flood Eagle Valley, flood immense copper deposits and that 
“Snake River is being developed and has been for 30 or 40 years and its flow will 
be further depleted 45 percent in another 10 to 15 years.” He said the issue 
was whether to “get the job done with an ultimate $100 million investment or to 
wait for Congress 6 to 8 years to do the job.” 

The chamber claimed Hells Canyon would fill the most scenic canyon in the 
world with water and destroy recreation. It said it would make “mud banks” 
out of the canyon. It said it would flood valuable farm land. It said Oxbow 
would reduce taxes 22.6 percent. It said Oxbow bill did “not involve the Hells 
Canyon project on Snake River.” It said Hells Canyon would not be a flood- 
control project. It said Hells Canyon power production “would be reduced 40 
percent in the first 10 years after completion because of additional irrigation 
projects to be completed in the upper Snake River Basin,” and “the majority 
of this secondary and nominal prime power will be lost after 10 years of opera- 
tion because of reduced water supplies.” It maliciously misled Bakerites by 
stating “The Snake River Dam is a proposal to build a big dam on the Snake 
near Lewiston.” By malicious propaganda in this county they whipped up a 
fever against Hells Canyon. Elsewhere in the State they purposely ignored 
the Federal plan to avoid criticism that there was not ulterior motive in rush- 
ing an Oxbow project claim. 

It was in January 1949, 2 months after his chamber Senate bill 99 leadership, 
that Manager Ball announced that effective not later than March 1949 he would 
join the promotion department of the Idaho Power Co. 


SOLE OPPOSITION TO 308 REPORT 


In the meantime, in February 1949, before he officially took over his new 
duties, he led a Baker chamber delegation to oppose Hells Canyon project at 
the 308 Review Report hearing in Boise. He was accompanied among others by 
Mr. Kime, by Mr. Frisbie, and by Mr. Grant, the latter of whom claimed he spoke 
for the Baker Kiwanis and Lions Clubs, a point which members of the two 
clubs later said they were not aware of if it were true. The chamber testimony 
was the only bitter opposition of the hearing. It was aimed only at Hells 
Canyon project in the comprehensive program outlined in the report. Frisbie 
favored the Dalles and John Day Dams instead of Hells Canyon, while Grant 
argued for Nez Perce (below Hells Canyon). 

Dave Silven, of the law firm of Hallock, Donald, Banta & Silven, was named 
chamber president in 1949. 
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Hells Canyon Development Association was formed in midsummer and held 
its first permanent organization meeting in September. Late that month the 
amendment to the rivers and harbors measure included Hells Canyon project in 
the comprehensive program projects list for authorization. 


SECRET SESSIONS REVEALED 


Sometime late in the fall the chamber of commerce secretly sent a representa- 
tive to confer with the Idaho Power Co. “to determine to what extent they were 
opposing the proposition.” 

At its December 14 meeting, also secretly, the chamber was host to Tom Roach, 
of the Idaho Power. Late in December Hells Canyon Association denounced the 
chamber for its secret opposition. Petitions, virtually unanimous among Baker 
businessmen and containing more than 180 signatures, flooded the chamber. Mr. 
Hallock in a public letter denounced the Hells Canyon Development Association : 
“In Soviet Russia anyone disagreeing with the established order, and having 
the courage to say so, shortly disappears. He must agree ‘or else.” Have we 
finally come to that situation here in Baker? A little group here in Baker styling 
themselves ‘Hell’s Canyon Development Association’ has seen fit to publicly de- 
nounce, abuse, and threaten the directors of the chamber of commerce * * 
they would coerce the directors into changing their minds.” Attorney Grant an 
Attorney Silven, both on the chamber board, helped draft a five-page statement to 
accompany a ballot which the chamber board had requested “would enable the 
member to state whether he favored the Government dam at Hells Canyon or 
not.” When the ballot came out it was phrased as a vote on a private-enterprise 
issue. Members were asked to sign their name in spite of the fear of reprisal 
generally felt among the petitioners. After some ballots were cast and some 
discarded, by members, the chamber finally acceded to protests by businessmen 
and announced ballots would be valid if not signed. Out of 274 ballots sent out, 
only 94 were returned with 61 favoring the Oxbow, 30 the high dam, and 3 no 
opinion. The chamber shelved the Hells Canyon opposition as a group. A 
crowd of 7,000 made Hells Canyon the keynote when President Truman stopped 
in Baker in May. 

NO STATE OPPOSITION IN 1950 


It is notable that no citizen nor State opposition movement and no alarm over 
irrigation rights, power, or other matters pertaining to Hells Canyon project was 
expressed in connection with the Hells Canyon amendment and basin-account 
legislation in the Congress in 1950 when it was favorably reported on by the 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

What has happened to whip up opposition to the current measure? First, the 
so-called Idaho demands, the origin of which I am sure the committee knows is 
quite obvious. Second, a so-called free-enterprise association in Baker. 

This group took life under circumstances of Hells Canyon opposition w hich 
local residents had no part in reviving. Mr. Bob Ball, of Idaho Power Co., spent 
several days in Baker. A week thereafter about 100 persons received invitations 
to be guests of Idaho Power and a banquet in Baker January 8, 1951, to hear 
President Tom Roach, of Idaho Power, who was quoted as being embarrassed 
when a resolution favoring the company’s low dams was produced and passed 
purporting to go to the congressional delegation from the “citizens and tax- 
payers of Baker.” 

Mr. Hallock chairmaned the proceedings, the press was informed when handed 
a story of the affair next day. 

On January 16, he announced he was “inspired” by Mr. Roach’s story and has 
personally launched a “free enterprise” organization, which shortly had elected 
his law partner Dave Silven as president. The spokesmen immediately attempted 
to break up Hells Canyon Development Association strength as well as a growing 
northeast Oregon association in Union and Wallowa Counties. Later their effort 
was confined to chamber of commerce speeches at several points in Idaho and 
eastern Oregon and in publishing paid advertisements in Baker newspapers en- 
titled “Dam Facts.” One attempt at a public meeting was made, importing a 
private consulting engineer, on April 4. 


THE STAKES ARE HIGH 
The Hells Canyon Development Association respects the small percentage of 


sincere opposition to any great project. It also respects the legitimate interests 
of the utilities affected in promoting legitimately what they would desire in the 
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way of control over the hydroelectric resource and the power market. This 
story describing opposition to Hells Canyon is not related with the purpose of 
deprecating nor of delving in personalities. ‘But it is brought to the attention 
of this committee of the Congress with all the emphasis at my command because 
the record reveals the opposition to Hells Canyon is synonymous with the effort 
of a private monopoly to gain control of the greatest remaining power resource 
site in America—Hells Canyon—1,200 feet of power head on a great river. 

Back in Oregon we have won our fight and we come here on behalf of the 
Hells Canyon project. We are aware that we will find here the same strange 
partnership of opposition. It will have new angles along with the old. It will 
have new excuses and new and most fascinating appeal to a committee concerned 
with reclamation. But, gentlemen, it will be the same partnership with the same 
beneficiary, Members of the committee, keep that fact in mind. 

I want to say a word about one of these new opposition angles—the transient 
and evasive nature of excuses. 

Back in 1947 the Idaho Reclamation Association through Secretary N. V. 
Sharp and Mr. William E. Welsh in the official hearings of the Army Corps of 
Engineers on Hells Canyon endorsed a general reservation for upstream irriga- 
tion as against power and conceded that such protection had already been 
effective by similar language against navigation. Back in 1951, in April, Mr. 
R. P. Parry, of Twin Falls, had further endorsed a more detailed water reserva- 
tion proposal made by Idaho interests and by Mr. Sharp. 

The efforts of proponents of Hells Canyon to write water rights protection 
into the bill is sincere. Apparently the work of the evasive opposition is insin- 
cere because the work has become a strawman when incorporated into the bill 
at their request. 

The State of Idaho by its Governor has approved the principle of reservations 
and protective legislation for the Hells Canyon project. The State of Idaho by 
its Governor now disapproves of the whole project. The attorney general of 
Idaho, Bob Smylie, on October 10, 1949, before the Senate committee hearings 
on the O'Mahoney amendment—H. R. 5472—declared, “I can say to the com- 
mittee that the amendment which the committee is now considering has the 
wholehearted support of Governor Robbins and I believe I can safely say of most 
of the people in the State of Idaho.” Members of this committee, the protective 
features of that bill are in this bill, plus additional assurances. But Mr. Smylie 
declared at Baker, Oreg., in 1951, that verbiage is not material—that the State 
of Idaho and Governor Jordan—and Mr. Smylie—are now against Hells Canyon 
project—period. 

President Tom Roach of the Idaho Power Co. declared in public speeches, par- 
ticularly at Omtario, Oreg., in the summer of 1951, that his company would by 
the alleged diversion of Hells Canyon power to the coast “be compelled to resort 
to high-cost steam generating plants to provide service for the growth of the 
area of Idaho.” On hearing of the comprehensive program by the Army in 
Boise in February of 1949, Mr. A. C. Inman, general counsel for the Idaho Power 
Co., testified officially that the “dumping” of 214-mill power into Idaho was 
unnecessary and would destroy the market for 4.4-mill power upon for 
repayment. 

In its report to stockholders in 1946, the Idaho Power Co. declared that “future 
reclamation projects will be relatively expensive in terms of cost per acre of 
irrigated land, and byproduct electric energy must defray a substantial portion of 
the costs quoting directly from the printed report. In 1952 the Idaho Power Co. 
reverses its position and refuses the principle enunciated in the same paragraph in 
1946 that “the company will proceed with its own construction program to meet 
the needs of the future, except as it is assured of the availability of such by- 
product electric power from the reclamation development program.” The com- 
pany now opposes Snake River project in which electric energy would defray a 
substantial portion of the costs of irrigation development. 

In 1946 the company declared the Bureau's projects were “wisely engineered 
and administered.” Now the company states that “how far the Government 
misses its estimates is a matter of publie record.” 

In 1950 the utilities of the Northwest through their Pacific Northwest De- 
velopment Association declared at the time they were battling a CVA that 
with the present agencies the region was going forward with such great projects 
as Hells Canyon. In 1952 the same organization, sustained by utility funds, 
ealls it “encroaching socialism.” 

In its raw-materials survey of several years back, the Portland Chamber of 
Commerce had prepared by Chester K. Sterrett an information circular No. 5 
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which declared “production of all of the ferro-alloys or electrometallurgical 
products is based on low-cost electric power.” It listed lime at Baker, Oreg., 
as an adjunct to the aluminum potential of the Northwest which is keyed to 
low-cost power and of zine, quantities of which are abundant in the eastern 
Oregon and Idaho mineral belt, it said: “Unfortunately, such a project must 
wait until large blocks of low-cost electric power are again available in the 
area. Fuel-fired zine reduction plants are operated in this country, but it 
would seem that the electrolytic process is better suited to the Pacific Northwest. 

In 1952 the Portland chamber under pressure from eastern Oregon and Idaho, 
as well as down-State utilities, indicated it would oppose Hells Canyon project 
and that Mr. Sterrett would represent it at the hearing. 





SNAKE RIVER MINERALIZED DISTRICT 


The known deposits extend from 6 miles north of Weiser, Idaho, to the Salmon 
River, a distance of approximately 150 miles. A broad belt of rugged moun- 
tains parallels the Snake River on both the Idaho and Oregon sides and this 
area contains a wide variety of metallic and nonmetallic minerals. 

Some of the deposits are low-grade ore and will require large power installa- 
tions for economic operation. The following is a list of minerals known to 
exist within a radius of 30 miles surrounding Weiser, Idaho: 

1, Diatomaceous earth. Manufacturing plant required. 

2. Gypsum. Fertilizer and wallboard factory; clay and clay-products plant. 
Some of these clays test 24.5 percent aluminum. 

3. Feldspar deposits for ceramics. 

4. Large open-pit low-grade gold deposit will require 1,000-ton mill and low- 
cost power. 

5. Mercury mine. 

6. Several high-grade iron deposits on Iron Mountain. 

7. Silver and copper mine. 

8. Various mines and prospects of copper, lead, zinc, manganese, and silver. 

A 30-mile radius embracing the towns of Cambridge and Council, Idaho. 
This area has many good mines and prospects of copper, lead, zinc, silver, and 
iron ore. The area in Adams county which is near the dam site contains some 
very large deposits of copper and other sulfide ores. 

The Red Ledge mine in that area would require a large mill of not less than 
2,000 tons daily capacity. 

North from Council to Salmon River there are various industrial minerals 
such as mica, asbestos, talc, vermiculite, etc. In fact, it cannot be said that 
there is a known limit to the mineralized area since it is said that every county 
in Idaho contains one or more commercial minerals. 

With the advent of good roads and ample power, Idaho and Oregon production 
should dispel the prevalent idea that we have become a “have not” nation. 

The Oregon side of the Snake River is a continuation of the same general 
mineralization but with some variation such chromite and more abundant man- 
ganese and gold. Several mines closely adjacent to the reservoir site have been 
important producers in the past. In fact, the whole of Baker County constitutes 
an important mineral province. 


Respectfully submitted. 
FRANK MOortTIMER, 


President, Iron Mountain Mining Co., Inc., Weiser, Idaho. 


JASTERN OREGON MINING & MINERAL ASSOCIATION, 
Baker, Oreg., March 18, 1952. 

The Snake River country is favorable for very large ore deposits; that is, ones 
so large that production from this source might be expected, on sound geological 
reasons, to rate as an important one in any survey of United States mineral 
resources. 

Extensive ore zones have been discovered, of great width and high values. 
Many carloads of lead, zine, silver, and copper ores have been shipped as 
prospect. Over 2 million tons of minable copper ore has been drilled, and zine 
values in the same deposit, studied by the Bureau of Mines, are important. 

All of the eminent geologists who have described the region point to its exten- 
sive mineralization and the favorable chances for making new discoveries. 
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Every mining and geological report on Snake River emphasizes the lack of 
transportation as the thing which has held back development and production. 

River development by means of a high dam in Hells Canyon would raise the 
water level within reaching distance of the valuable mines, making it possible 
to bring materials and supplies to the mines and to ship out ore and concentrates. 

Important factors in mining production cost entering the picture are: (1) A 
downgrade short haul (by road or tram) to water level. (2) Barge transporta- 
tion to railhead at or near Weiser, Idaho. (3) Power for mining and milling, 
for camps and, in the case of large ore-body development, mining towns. (4) 
Large local sources of fresh foods in Snake River Valley at head of the reservoir. 
(5) Unmatched conditions for health and recreation for miners and families. 
(6) Access roads opening up new areas, facilitating prospecting. 

Past production of Snake River districts is an important one to consider. 
The following figures show recorded production from United States Government 
reports: 

$10,000,000 in gold from small fissure veins on the Oregon side of Snake River. 

Over $5,000,000 in copper, gold, and silver from the Iron Dyke. 

Over 1,000,000 ounces of silver and several million pounds of copper from 
mines of Mineral, 3 miles from Snake River. 

$2,000,000 in gold from the Connor Creek mine, up to 1901. 

Idaho State reports describe 15 to 20 carloads of steel galena shipped from a 
lead mine in the Heath district, running 40 to 60 percent lead; a copper-silver 
mine in an ore zone 500 feet wide, showing good values across better than 250 
feet tested; a considerable tonnage shipped as a prospect from a galena mine, 
showing 50 percent lead in lead-silver ore; a “conservative 20,000 tons” of 
crude copper ore from Idaho slopes of the canyon, in Seven Devils district. 
Oregon reports show additional uncounted ore shipments. 

Smelting and refining at some point must be considered inevitable. Portland 
area smelting chances have been retarded by lack of low-cost power. 

Respectfully submitted. 

NabDie STRAYER, President. 


(Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Development Association submits the following 
evidence of support from the holder of the largest block of proven mineral 
resources in the Hells Canyon area, the Red Ledge: ) 

Boise, Ipano, March 27, 1952. 
LLoyp TUPLING 
Roger Smith Hotel, Washington, D. C.: 

Desire with wire be included in record of testimony management of Red Ledge, 
Inc., with properties adjacent to dam site urge immediate authorization of 
H. R. 5748 to assist in development of our estimated 1,500,000 tons of copper-ore 
benefits from cheaper power plus slack-water navigation to rail head will reduce 
costs of mining, milling, smelting, and road maintenance. 

Rep Leper, INC., 
S. D. Tayior, Assistant Secretary. 


{From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, January 4, 1951] 


Motor Court MEN Favor HELLS CANYON—COUNTY ORGANIZATION SEES 
DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 


At its recent meeting the new Baker County Motor Court Association drafted 
a firm endorsement resolution favoring early construction of Hells Canyon Dam. 

This is the first time the $150,000 county industry has unified its efforts to 
promote tourists interest, regional development and motel-owner unity, according 
to Clinton P. Haight, newly-elected president, reporting the meeting. 

“The world’s highest dam in the world’s deepest canyon would be a tourist 
attraction without equal to the region,” the group said. They also recognized 
“the great development potential bound up in one of the greatest hydroelectric 
prospects vet proposed for the Northwest” at Hells Canyon and were favorably 
inclined on the prospects of Baker County benefits both during the construction 
phase and during the operation of the dam and reservoir which will join the 
entire eastern border of the county. 
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{From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, April 12, 1951] 
OREGON YOUNG REPUBLICANS FAvor HELLS CANYON DAM 


The Oregon Young Republican Federation Sunday voted endorsement of the 
Hells Canyon project, it was learned in news from Salem. The action came 
after the issue was referred to local clubs, in which referendum the Baker 
Young Republican Club at a special meeting turned down the project. 

The Baker County Young Republican’s opposed Hells Canyon after taking 
a vote at a session at which the following were in attendance: Mr. and Mrs. 
Dave Silven, Bert Dennis, Mr. and Mrs. Preston Reed, John Horton, George 
Newton, Phyllis Weber, Fred Phillips Jr., and Omer George. 

In another resolution, the local Young Republican's opposed any legislative 
reapportionment plan based solely on population. 

Attorney Horton was elected president, Fred Phillips vice president, Joe 
Updegraff, secretary, and Carl Davis, treasurer. 


[From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, January 5, 1950] 


Auto Deaters Boost HELLS CANYON—ASK CHAMBER FOR FULL SUPPORT 
OF PROJECT 


The largest independent business group in the county, the automobile dealers, 
swung behind the Hells Canyon Development Association in its efforts to seek 
authorization of the big hydroelectric and stream-control project on Snake River, 
the association reported this morning. 

Hells Canyon association secretary Byron Brinton said he was informed that 
when one dealer returns from an out-of-town trip, the endorsement by the group 
will practically be unanimous. 

He said the asSociation had received a copy of a letter addressed by the dealers 
to the chamber of commerce and in which the 10 business leaders urged the 
chamber directors to “support authorization of the project unequivocally and 
support it now.” 

Following an exchange of words late last week between the Hells Canyon 
Development Association and the chamber leadership over what the association 
contended was a reopening by the chamber of opposition to the Hells Canyon 
project, the secretary indicated the auto dealers’ support was emphatic. 

The letter by the local dealers to the chamber was quoted as follows: 

“We, the following members of the Automobile Dealers Association of Baker 
County, heartily endorse the proposed Hells Canyon project on Snake River. We 
feel the development of the rivers of the Northwest is a major factor in providing 
the region a prospect of a growing future. We want our community to have a 
part in that opportunity. 

“We urge the chamber directors to consider their previous unfortunate stand 
in respect to Hells Canyon project, and to support authorization of the project 
unequivocally and support it now. 

“With a sincere interest in the welfare of Baker, its neighboring communi- 

ies, and all its people.” 

He said it was signed by Moore & Wilson, Willys-Packard ; Geo. Scott, Pontiac ; 
Herb Craver, Chrysler-Plymouth ; D. E. Clark, Ford-Mercury ; William Burnside, 
Chevrolet; P. M. McAllister, Oldsmobile; W. C. Poe, Nash: Ted Hays, DeSoto- 
Plymouth; W. E. MeManus, Kaiser-Fraser; Dorothy Bradshaw, Buick. 





{From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, October 27, 1949] 
Power Lack Eyep In LAsor Support oF HELLS CANYON—BEND CONFERENCE 
AvuTHorIzes BAcKING; RicHLAND Boosts DaM 


Promotion of increased hydroelectric development through Hells Canyon 
Dam would aid in establishment of a greater number of remanufacturing 
plants throughout the lumber industry. This was the view of Central Oregon 
District Council of Lumber and Sawmill Workers at Beud last week end. 

Word was brought back to Baker by Russel Chandler, business agent, and 
Walt Peeples, secretary, respectively, of the local Blue Mountain Council that the 
Central Oregon group saw in Hells Canyon project a great potential link in their 
announced encouragement of a lumber remanufacturing industry. 

The men brought back memberships in Hells Canyon Development Association 
representing an area from Kinzua and Burns on the south to Klickitat, Wash., 
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on the north, and as far west as Hood River. The memberships represented 25 
individual sawmill, carpenters or auxiliary locals, they said, in reporting on 
the action of the Bend meeting to Baker officers of the Hells Canyon Association. 


EXPLAINS ASSOCIATION 


Hells Canyon officials reported today that the labor group’s action was typical 
of association membership which is nonpartisan and noncontroversial in make- 
up. Although Chandler reported the AFL groups were strong for CVA, he said 
he pointed out to them clearly that Hells Canyon Association takes no part in 
the CVA controversy but confines its activities strictly to Hells Canyon develop- 
ment and sound regional policies to fortify the local project’s multiple purposes. 

“In organizing a strong and aggressive group for the promotion of Hells Can- 
yon’s great power resource,” explained Byron Brinton, Hells Canyon secretary, 
“we are obligated to be clear in our objectives. We are pleased indeed to be 
earning such widespread faith among persons who do not coniuse issues and 
who believe the big Federal project at Hells Canyon is worth supporting.” 

The secretary said the labor teams with that previously offered by the Grange 
and the average businessman and resident generally behind Hells Canyon 


project. 


{From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, September 15, 1949] 


GRANGE OK’s BLoop BANK, HELL’S CANYON—-POMONA SESSION SUPPORTS OREGON 
PURGE 


Baker County Pomona Grange in session at Wingville, Saturday, covered an im- 
portant array of business matters and of public interest announced three 
decisions. 

* 7 * * * 

In a third action, the Grange, Saturday, unanimously volunteered support of 
the newly formed Hells Canyon Development Association, recommending in- 
dividual participation as well as group endorsement and assistance. 


- * 


[From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, October 23, 1949] 
PoMONA GRANGE Favors Bia DAM 


Baker County Pomona Grange meeting at Medical Springs, Saturday, had 
Snake River power development as its principal topie and passed a resolution 
urging support for the proposed Hells Canyon 1,190,000-kilowatt project as the 
first step in ultimate full development of the river. 

The group heard Ray Well, research director for the State Grange, describe 
growing power heeds and compare various projects as to size and installed and 
firm power output. He compared Hells Canyon with Boulder Dam in capacity, 
showing charts in scale, his contention that the proposed projects dwarf other 
proposals to develop the local river. 


{From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, December 1, 1949] 


WHeat Growers Urce Power Dams—LARGE BAKER CouNtTy Group CARRIES 
RESOLUTIONS TO HEPPNER 


Oregon Wheat Growers League, formerly the Eastern Oregon Wheat league, 
this week drew the attention of leading producers of this county, including their 
county conference of resolutions Tuesday and the departure of a dozen of them 
for the annual State session in Heppner starting today and continuing through 
Saturday. 

County growers Tuesday prepared to carry a half dozen resolutions to Heppner 
including support for Hells Canyon project, parity prices for wheat, limitation of 
allotment-idle wheat land to noncompeting grain crops, and emphasis upon local 
control in farm conservation programs. 


OPPOSE CVA 


Strong on the list for the Baker county delegation to dump into the Heppner 
session hopper at committee sessions today will be an anti-CVA_ resolution. 
“We are unalterably opposed to the CVA and the principles involved. We be- 
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lieve that all western development should be locally administered for the greatest 
benefit of all concerned,” the resolution reads. 

In line with wheat growers’ emphasis on regional development, the county 
group took cognizance of a stand which the league adopted at the Baker annual 
convention 2 years ago and recommended to the 1949 meeting a more-power policy 
for the Northwest. 

FAVOR HELLS CANYON 


“Oregon with its increased population needs sources of employment and there- 
fore we urge immediate action in the construction of more dams to furnish 
electrical energy for industrial development and for agricultural development 
through manufacture of fertilizers, increased water for irrigation and improve- 
ment in navigation. 

Two years ago the wheat growers taking the floor themselves to carry the 
debate against power company lobbyists at the convention, turned thumbs down 
on a move to have the league approve senate bill 99 (the Oxbow bill) which they 
indicated would mean monopoly of major power sites. On Tuesday the power 
resolution was drafted after a wheat grower opened the Hells Canyon project dis- 
cussion. The group’s discussion indicated the league is strong for navigation 
benefits in the Columbia basin. 





Rank of Washington and Oregon communities, by typical bills for 500 kilowatt 
hour use per month, June 1, 1951 (includes Washington and Oregon communi- 
ties of over 2,500 population and all Columbia River power distributors—REA 
projects and rural PUD’s excluded )—Residential service 
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Tillemook, MSP Co 9. 80 33 





21139—52—ser. 20——17 











254 ; HELLS CANYON DAM 


{From Salem (Oreg.) Statesman, March 11, 1951] 
RIvALs FOR SNAKE RIVER POWER 


Four years ago the Idaho Power Co. lobbied S. B. 99 through the Oregon 
Legislature. This made important amendments in the 1931 hydroelectric licens- 
ing act of this State. The lobby said Idaho Power wanted to build a dam at 
Oxbow site on Snake River, but wouldn’t do it unless the obnoxious Oregon law 
Was amended as encouragement to private capital. The Statesman opposed 
the bill. Later it was referred to the people and defeated in 1948. Now Idaho 
Power says it is eager to build at Oxbow and four other locations on Snake 
River and doesn’t want the Federal Government to interfere by building Hells 
Canyon Dam. Its representative has gone over to Pendleton to argue the 
company’s case. 

Hells Canyon Dam is on the want list of the Reclamation Bureau with assent 
of the Army engineers as a multiple-purpose dam, for power, for flood control, for 
aid to navigation. This dam would be one of the world’s highest dams. The 
generating plant at the site would produce 688,000 kilowatts of electric power. 
The stored water would augment the flow so that plants below could produce 
an additional equal amount of power, according to Reclamation Bureau esti- 
mates. It would impound floodwaters in its vast reservoir. 

The Idaho Power representative claimed that with locating a Federal dam 
farther downstream and letting Idaho Power build its low-level dams, little 
net loss of power would result, and that private enterprise should be permitted 
to do the job, with resulting saving of Federal outlay and steady inflow of taxes 
to all units of Government. 

The prime issue is one of broad economic benefits. The controversy empha- 
sizes again the need for a competent board of review to pass on these Federal 
projects. If such a board was in existence it could make a careful study of the 
claims of the Reclamation Bureau and Idaho Power, weigh the relative ad- 
vantages, and offer its report. On the face of evidence offered to date, the 
Statesman believes that the Government project should go forward because it 
offers a larger bulk of electric energy and added protection against floods. 

Idaho interests have made an appearance, however, through the Southwestern 
Idaho Water Conservation Project, Inc., of which H. W. Morrison, prominent 
contractor, is president. Its statement of policy appeared in the Idaho States- 
man and was reprinted in the Congressional Record of February 20. It lays 
down a platform of “protective provisions” as follows: 

1. Reservation of Idaho’s right for consumptive use of water for all domestic 
and irrigation purposes. 

2. Definite langifage to apply benefits from sale of Hells Canyon power to 
make financially feasible the development of the Mountain Home project—a very 
high-cost irrigation development proposed for the Mountain Home region. 

8. Allotment of power from a Federal dam to Idaho Power equivalent to 
what it would produce at Oxbow site. 

4. Allotment to the State of a substantial block of Hells Canyon power in lieu 
of taxable values which would be received through private development of the 
low-head power sites to be inundated. 

Water is the very lifeblood of the arid States, and Idaho is very jealous of 
any diversion of its waters. It wants them first for use within the State, and 
wants power for its own present and future needs and doesn’t want to see its 
water and power resources drained away to the coast. It would seem that it 
would have a much better chance through construction of the big Hells Canyon 
Dam—certainly Idaho Power isn’t going to subsidize the Mountain Home project. 

While private investment is to be encouraged it should not disrupt plans of 
broader scope and greater importance. In a veto message in 1908 on a bill 
granting special privileges on Rainy River, President Theodore Roosevelt called 
for a consistent unified plan for river development. In 1912 President Taft 
vetoed the Coosa River bill authorizing a non-Federal development because it 
interfered with comprehensive plans of the Army engineers. The 1912 report 
of the National Waterways Commission made this forecast : 

“With the increasing unity of our national life and the growing necessity of 
securing for human needs the maximum beneficial use of the waters of every 
stream it will become increasingly necessary to treat every stream with all its 
tributaries as a unit. In the nature of the case so comprehensive a policy could 
be successfully administered only by the Federal Government, and consequently 
the eventual desirability of Federal control is easy to predict.” 
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Thus we have been developing a national policy over a long term of years, 
long before the new deal or a CVA was proposed. In the face of that policy 
Idaho Power will have a difficult time to sustain its case. 

The issues on Snake River will go up to Congress, but they should be pretty 
well hammered out into some regional agreement or Congress may send all 
home empty-handed. The problem resolves itself into this question: How best 
may the resources of the area be developed and used. Numerous answers will be 
offered, but all should be put to the test of what is in the long-range interest of 
Idaho and the Northwest. 


{From Pendleton East-Oregonian, March 21, 1952] 


IDAHO'S DECISION 


Many of those who oppose the construction of Hells Canyon Dam in the Snake 
River have expressed the opinion that it is a matter which concerns the State of 
Idaho alone, Pursuing this interesting theory, they believe that because the 
Governor of Idaho and the Idaho congressional delegation support the fight of 
the Idaho Power Co. against construction of a high dam that should settle 
it—the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee and the United States House 
and Senate should accept the recommendation of those men with no further 
consideration of the relative merits of a high dam constructed by the Government 
versus five low dams built by the Idaho Power Company. 

The Lewiston Morning Tribune makes this editorial comment: 

“Replying to a speech by Senator Wayne Morse, Republican, Oregon, on behalf 
of the Hells Canyon Dam, Senator Herman Welker, Republican, Idaho, declared : 
‘I am very proud of the people I represent and I am sure they are wondering why 
these Senators are so concerned about a matter which is 100 percent an affair of 
Idaho.’ Since Hells Canyon Dam would be built half in Oregon, we think 
Welker should be willing to concede at least a 50 percent concern to Morse—even 
if the rest of the United States Congress has no interest in the matter except to 
put up the money.” 

In another editorial the Tribune makes this very good point: 

“The rivers of the Northwest are public rivers and must be developed for the 
public good. They are under Federal jurisdiction by both law and logic if they 
flow across State lines, and the Federal Government is responsible for their 
development. 

“It would be a major dereliction of duty if the Federal Government were to turn 
these rivers over to private monopolies for private profit and incomplete develop- 
ment. President Truman has suggested as much, and he could make the vested 
interests squirm in earnest any time he chooses to campaign on this issue.” 

There is much more at stake in Snake River development than what the Idaho 
Power Co., the Governor of Idaho and the Idaho congressional delegation 
desire. The development of the Snake concerns everyone in the Northwest. 
When Idaho interests oppose construction of Ice Harbor Dam at the mouth of the 
Snake and Hells Canyon Dam upstream they are opposing the interests of many 
persons who never will live in the State of Idaho. 

The greatest single resource of this vast domain is the water of the Columbia 
River and its tributaries. Someone called it “the oil well in the backyard.” He 
described it well. The use of those waters must be in the interest of the greatest 
number of people. If that goal is lost sight of, the Nation will he a serious loser. 

If the Idaho Power Co. builds five low-level dams on the Hells Canyon site 
the door is closed forever to a high dam. That must be thorougly understood in 
any discussion of whether this is only Idaho’s business or the business of all the 


Northwest. 


[From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, January 12, 1950} 
Tus Is Tue ISSuE 


This is not an editorial attack upon several members of the hoard of directors 
of the Baker Chamber of Commerce who for years have given a predominent 
portion of their time and money to the betterment of Baker County. This is not 
an attack upon a chamber of commerce. 

This is a denouncement of this chamber of commerce in its position whenever 
the private utility question comes up. This is not a question of private enter- 
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prise versus Government ownership. This is a question of whether private 
utilities are going to run Baker, Oreg. 

Let us get the record straight. The most loyal director and community builder 
the chamber ever had in November sensed the feeling of Baker County people 
and warned the directors in official meeting “the chamber will not last a year 
if we actively oppose the dam” (Hells Canyon). 

President Dave Silven and Al Grant, both attorneys, immediately stated that 
they were still strongly opposed to such development by the Government. Other 
directors pointed out that the project was inevitable and no useful purpose would 
be served by opposing it. 

The chamber leadership, in spite of this warning, proceeded with its opposi- 
tion. In the opinion of this newspaper, which has always favored Hells Canyon 
project, Hells Canyon Development Association would have failed in its duty 
if it did not solicit an admission from the chamber that it was having a private 
utility make its case for it. 

This chamber which has never been democratic because of its elections upon 
the basis of dollars contributed, now is guilty of calling its statement a “program 
of education.” 

The statement comes lock, stock, and barrel from facts and data provided by 
the chamber by the Idaho Power Co. through utility-minded individuals at the 
head of the chamber. 

The chamber board ordered a ballot that “should enable the member to state 
whether he favored the Government dam at Hells Canyon or not.” 

The utility heads of the chamber of commerce, however, prepared and sub- 
mitted to the chamber members a ballot in a form which does not ask that ques- 
tion and which has been maliciously packed with prejudice and dynamite, never 
intended by the good members of the board. 

If the Idaho Power Co. information is a program of education, then the 
ballot is a referendum. And they ask you to sign your name to the ballot. 

You have a choice—“Government agencies” or “private capital,” or no opinion. 
Hells Canyon Dam does not appear on the ballot. And you can write a blank 
check to the chamber of commerce by marking an (X) before a phrase which 
authorizes the chamber to “take positive action.” Positive action on what? 
We presume it would include positive action to liquidate those who favor Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

The chamber’s program of education continues its effort to fix the utility 
position upon this community. It falsely implies that the Government (whose 
investigations of Hells Canyon were known to the people, if not the chamber 
way before the war) came into the picture after a private utility wanted to 
build Oxbow. 

It grossly misrepresents the relationship of private versus Federal kilowatt 
cost figures and power production to the point that the error can only be 
malicious. It quotes Hells Canyon production at less than 500.000 kilowatts when 
it could have ascertained that the true figure is 1 million kilowatts.) It utterly 
fails to inform Baker people that Idaho Power Co. does not propose to build 
five dams but proposes to obtain a permit to build one and monopolize the sites 
on every other foot of the river. 

It quotes the Idaho Power Co. that the Hells Canyon Reservoir would be a 
mud bank, utterly failing to ascertain the truth from proposed Government 
operation reports. It insults the intelligence of every member when in writing 
it actually compares the recreation benefit of the world’s highest dam in the 
world’s deepest canyon at and we quote “one-fifth of the total volume of one 
of the big service stations in the city of Baker.” That is a direct quotation 
from the chamber’s program of education. 

Last year the chamber’s industrial and agricultural survey was killed when 
power company agents began asking the questions. This year the plea of cham- 
ber directors themselves for harmony in the community is stifled by stubborn 
utility forces which maintain that the public be damned, they are still strongly 
opposed to progress unless the utility has its hand in it. 

This is a question whether Baker can break its shackles. 
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{From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, March 30, 1950] 
CLEVER METHOD 


Last week appeared in Baker a new bit of propaganda for a private power 
exploitation of Snake River. The propaganda was contained in a clever and 
voluminous brief about Idaho Power Co.’s plan for a reputed list of five dams. 

The brief was not carried, however by a person responsible to the company 
for his statements but by a person claiming mere third-person and unbiased 
interest circulating the information presumably as a public service. The brief 
rehashed all the shopworn arguments the private power people ever have used 
but contained nothing exceptionally new, unless perhaps it was a lengthy dis- 
course how Baker would boom from construction work on the low dam. This 
is a slight change of heart from the private utility contention all along that 
Baker County would not benefit from the Hells Canyon high dam construction 
activity. 

But the brief continued to evade the truth of honest comparisons. And it left 
to an unofficial third party all the wild attacks upon Hells Canyon project 
and all the glowing tribute to the low dams. Why, the high dam was going to 
destroy the country’s mining industry and the low dams were going to have fish 
ladders and naVigation locks. Did you hear that?—navigation locks. And the 
big dam was going to be paid for out of taxes and the little dam was going 
to pay all the taxes. And private utilities have been developing all the power 
in the Northwest and the Federal dams are behind schedule. 

Well, it is a clever method and a clever brief, but will bait few suckers. 
Every hour of every day there are agents for the private utility personally 
distributing information which seeks to justify the utility in its attempt to put 
its foot in the door in Snake River Canyon. And it is convenient to have people 
so ill-advised that they don’t even put their tongue in their cheek when they 
pass out all the fiction. 





(From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, October 14, 1948] 
Wuat Are THE Facts? 


The extent to which private power people will lead their friends into uttering 
false statements to gain special advantage has never been so apparent as in 
the present campaign to pass the hydroelectric bill on the Oregon November 
ballot. 

Guilty this week of malicious untruth are none other than the Portlan | 
Oregonian and the Baker Daily newspaper. The former paper was soundly 
taken to task by the State Grange after stating that Hell's Canyon Dam, which 
the power people would defeat by installing a small dam at Oxbow, is uncertain 
because of the porous condition of the rock and no engineering investigations, 

The Record-Courier in the next few weeks will document the ballot issue 
with sufficient facts to undo at least some of the malicious damage being done 
in Oregon for private monopoly gain. 

We have only a few copies of last week’s issue left in which we stated our 
position. We welcome a continued call for these copies by local residents to 
send to other parts of the State, but will be unable to fill any continued great 
demand. The editorial will, however, be available in reprint form if necessary. 

In the meantime if our readers will get out their pencil and figure out how 
Hell’s Canyon Dam producing 1,190,000 kilowatts and costing $350 million will 
cost $1,730 per kilowatt, it will save us the trouble of questioning the arithmetic 
of the Baker daily. But that’s the kind of underhanded campaign that is being 
waged for the hydroelectric bill to which this editor is firmly opposed and on 
which we urge only that the voter learn the facts. 
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{From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, April 22, 1948] 


CasE FoR DAM 


The case for Hells Canyon Dam on Snake River was clearly reiterated this 
week when the Columbia Basin power pool engineers, private and public, looked 
over the power situation for the current stream-flow season. 

With current demand up to the critical level of present maximum generating 
capacity, the engineer for the pool, H. H. Peterson of Portland, pointed out that 
90 percent of all generated power of the area comes normally from water power 
and that now 90 percent of this water power depends upon stream flow and not 
upon storage. 

The stabilizing factor of storage to keep all the lower Columbia and Snake 
River plants up to maximum output and not so much dependent upon the mercy 
of the weather is a big case for immediate development of the Hells Canyon site. 

“Through storage the continuous power capabilities of the river are at least 
doubled and those of the projects on the lower Snake and lower Columbia 
materially increased,” declared Army engineers when they presented the case in 
Baker last December. 

The case of Hells Canyon is the difference between a policy of critical scarcity 
of energy and a policy’ which fortifies the region with stable energy output to 
meet any emergency. 

Do we want to get half the power out of the river or do we want to get nearly 


all of it? 


(From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, November 23, 1950] 
CHEAP Water, HicH Cost Power 


This city through wise community action many years ago developed an adequate 
water supply and has maintained it well. It has the best water at the lowest 
rates to be found anywhere, yes, the lowest of rates. And these rates make the 
city a handsome profit each year. 

Baker is famous for its water—but famous for its power rates in a different 
way. Take a good look at the chart which is being reprinted on this page through 
the courtesy of the Oregon Grange Bulletin. Yes, of major centers in the 
Northwest, Baker has the highest cost power. Yet it has not only a water 
resource that provides low-cost water, but it also has at its back door an un- 
developed hydroelectric resource that long ago should have given it the lowest 
of power rates. 

Tuke another look at the chart. Could the high power rate of this inland 
region be the reason why private utilities of this district fear a great hydro- 
electric development which would make power so plentiful it would have to be 
cheap? 

If there were great supplies of energy available the law of supply and demand 
would operate, if there were free enterprise in the utility business competition 
would function and this section, which is declining in population while all of 
Oregon grows by leaps and bounds, would not be saddled by sky-high electric 
rates. Power is the key to the future and the community and nation that frees 
itself to use it to unlock the way for new horizons steps out ahead. 

Yet what pattern has transpired here? Power companies have fought trans- 
mission lines in order to keep the highest power rate in the Northwest their ex- 
clusive slave. They have consistently opposed competition at the retail level. 
And most tragic of all they oppose full river development. They have sat on 
the obsolete Oxbow site and plant since 1906, content with a policy of scareity. 
Finally jarred loose by great demonstrations of progress through power in the 
Northwest they claim they finally will develop the Snake River at Oxbow. But 
mind you again the pattern by which they seek and have always sought to main- 
tain the highest power rate in the Northwest in eastern Oregon. Their Oxbow 
plan of a few thousand kilowatts fits their pattern. On the other hand the Hells 
Canyon plan for a great project adding over a million kilowatts of power destroys 
their plot. The monopoly transmission line east from Baker that literally blew 
up in their face fits their plan. On the other hand, the people’s insistence the 
public land transmission line easements not be completely exclusive destroys 
their plot. 

; The great scare tactic of the utility is to attempt to convince people that social- 
ism is trying to destroy them. Fur from it. The great fight is not against them 
but against the high-cost power. Develop great projects to assure a supply, 
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build great public lines to carry that power to any distributor anywhere and 
the private as well as the few public distributors will do business—competitively 
at low rates. 

Look at the chart. 





[From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, February 1, 1951] 
WATER RESOURCES 


Several weeks ago the Saturday Evening Post carried an important article on 
the achievement of a plan to save a relatively small amount of fresh water for 
industrial use before it is wasted into the Atlantic Ocean at Charleston. In the 
Southwest the water table from which water is pumped to satisfy thirsty citrus 
trees has receded 40 feet. This year Los Angeles recorded 2.79 inches of 
moisture against a normal of 15.23. 

In this region we have a big river—-Snake river. It is low and much of it 
sannot be used for irrigation. But it can develop power and it can be stored 
for year-around power production and downstream benefits. 

Look about the Nation and see if one of the No. 1 resource problems isn’t water. 
Then reflect us as to where you stand on Hells Canyon project which will not 
waste our water resource but will use it wisely. 

At the same time there is no reason to reflect upon the potential water con- 
servation in the pending Baker Valley irrigation project, report of which is due 
this year. A Nation growing in population in a world already underfed. We 
‘an't envision the day when the Roman holiday in meat production in ratio to 
human needs will ever return us to a plentiful supply of livestock. Those pessi- 
mists who frown upon the reclamation of new acres of land, the conservation 
of soil and the conservation of water are oblivious to growing needs of the human 
race. This is a livestock country; and supplemental water to permit more effi- 
cient crop rotation, and permit sugar-beet culture with its attendant byproducts 
which again complement livestock feeding will strengthen the local livestock 
industry immeasurably. The Baker Valley irrigation project may be the answer 
to supplemental water. 

And if local farm economy cannot of itself afford the Baker project, then there 
is logic in the proposal through accounting to permit Hells Canyon Dam, which 
would not be paid for out of taxes but rather earn money for the Federal Gov- 
ernment, to also help pay for projects such as Baker Valley which the Nation 
and the world needs and can afford. 





{From Pendleton, East-Oregonian, February 1950] 
Power CENTER 


McNary Dam will generate a million kilowatts of firm power, according to 
the engineer who is building it. Chief Joseph Dam is also under way and is 
nearby. Grand Coulee, the largest dam in the world, is in operation. There are 
to be four dams on the lower Snake and a giant dam at Hells Canyon. This in'and 
district is to be the center of the greatest electric supply in the civilized world. 





{From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courier, November 11, 1948] 
THuey Resecrep Ir 


The emphatic defeat the people dealt the hydroelectric bill should be a lesson 
to special interest groups in the future; but it won't be. They will be back 
again, well financed by profit from electric rates, in the legislature conducting 
powerful well-oiled lobbies, back again distorting the truth to Oregon voters. 

The great consolation the people have is in their ability to get together on 
just such a defeat as they treated the utilities politicians and their paid mouth- 
pieces to last week. 

Wasn't it the secretary of the more-power committee who attempted to mislead 
Oregon voters by claiming the committee had submitted the measure to Oregon 
voters for approval? But the voters knew all the time that they, themselves, by 
petition had demanded that the power-grab bill be submitted to them for rejec- 
tion. And how they rejected it 
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Enough of this utility skullduggery and misrepresentation. Enough of this 
devious trickery of false ballot titles, fat lobby funds, ruthless campaign methods, 
vicious economic pressures, and unethical political practices for selfish gain. 

Now for real programs of full, unbounded low-cost development that will meet 
the challenge of a great Northwest region rather than hang onto its coattails 
and play lip service to it and rather than sell it short for monopoly profit on our 
rivers. 


{From Portland-Oregon Journal, September 9, 1950] 
WHERE BiG FEDERAL SPENDING Is JUSTIFIED 


The long-time shortage of electric power in the Northwest has been aggravated 
by the record drought. Electricity produced in stand-by steam plants naturally 
costs more, and three of the largest corporations have announced that they must 
have higher rates for steam-made electricity in this emergency. 

But even this use of steam plants will not fill the steadily rising demand. Plans 
for the control and allocation of electrical power were outlined this week by the 
deputy administrator of the defense electric power administration in a meeting 
at Tacoma. 

Administrator Ken Whitaker said that a tentative order has been drawn to 
provide for use by the large consumers and calling for a restricted use for signs, 
street lighting, decorative lighting, and other nonessential purposes. 

The defense industries will suffer even after all possible curtailment of ordinary 
and domestic commercial use of power. 

Dr. Paul J. Raver, Booneville, administrator, estimated that the critical short- 
age of power in the Northwest will last until 1956 or 1957. 

About the only bright spot in the conference was the statement of Tacoma 
Utilities Commissioner C. A. Erdahl that the level of the Columbia River will 
be average this winter and that odds are 20 to 1 against the stream’s dropping to 
its lowest level on record. 

Heavy rains in the Columbia’s tributaries this fall could do much to relieve 
the shortage but the prolonged drought means that the earth’s absorption of 
rainfall will be great. No wonder that the BPA recently ordered a study of 
artificial rainmaking possibilities in the upper Columbia tributaries. 

When the giant impounding dams now under way or proposed are completed, 
and only then, will the Northwest’s power shortage be beaten. If some of the 
eastern Congressmen who regard western dams as pork-barrel stuff could get it 
through their heads that such expenditures are capital investments, there would 
be larger and earlier appropriations. Uncle Sam is making no shrewder invest- 
ments than the money he is putting into dams for power, irrigation, and flood- 
control projects. The money is paid back with interest. 


{From Eastern Oregon Review, La Grande, Oreg., March 21, 1952] 
IMPORTANCE OF RIVER DEVELOPMENT 


It has been a regrettable fact that partisanship has been used as an issue in 
the development of the water resources of the Northwest. Much as we Demo- 
crats would like to claim all of the credit for the projects and the accompanying 
advancement of industry in the Northwest, we must confess that the water- 
resource developments which have been brought into being within the past 20 
years, were in the picture before either Mr. Franklin D. Roosevelt or President 
Truman stepped into the White House. It was due to the conditions that pre- 
vailed within this country, the abject impoverishment and hopeless depression 
that engulfed the Nation, that made it possible for President Roosevelt to put 
into fact in the Northwest what had long been the dream of people in the North- 
west. Mr. Roosevelt was given the idea bv citizens of the Northwest when he 
was a candidate for the Presidency and he had the faith to endorse it and bring 
it into being. The project has been carried forth over the past two decades with 
the endorsement and work of vast numbers of people in the Northwest without 
respect to party politics. That is as it should be. If a project is good for the 
Nation and its people it should be the object of the people irrespective of politics 
to aid the endeavor. All the brains and all of the ability of a Nation such as 
ours cannot be held within the heads of any one party and the more we attempt 








is 
is, 


et 
Is 


—" 


wry 


HELLS CANYON DAM 261 


to isolate projects on a partisan basis the more we are limiting the good which 
may come to our people. 

Already there has been built and equipped the Bonneville and Grand Coulee 
projects. Their benefits have been shown in the advancement of industry in the 
Pacific Northwest. Even in spite of the vast power load developed by these 
projects we are threatened by brown-outs in the Northwest. Other projects will 
soon be coming into production. McNary would have been completed this fall 
had it not been for unnecessary bickering and petty politics. Now in our im- 
mediate vicinity we are vitally interested in the authorization of Hells Canyon 
Dam. 

As Senator Morse stated in his speech before the Senate on March 7, “I am 
recommending to the Senate today the authorization and construction of a large 
multiple-purpose, economically sound dam in Hells Canyon area of the Snake 
River which will in 50 years, repay 100 percent of the reimbursable costs to the 
Federal Treasury with interest.” 

Much of the opposition to the river projects comes as the result of propaganda 
from vested interests and the failure of many of our people to inform themselves 
about the true facts regarding the construction and the economical impact of 
the all-purpose projects upon our Northwest and the Nation as a whole. 

It would have been next to impossible for this Nation to have met its com- 
mitments to our Armed Forces in planes and other material, during World War 
II, had it not been for the power that had already been provided in the Northwest. 
The fear that we had a white elephant by the tail was dispelled when after the 
war, instead of having a lot of obsolete power-development resources, we were 
faced by a shortage of power for civilian needs and still are. 

Aside from the power development of the river basin, these dams contribute 
to flood control, reclamation, navigation, recreation of a huge area. 

In 1934 there were 7,000 tons of freight moved on the Columbia River as 
compared to 1,400,000 tons in 1951. It was estimated by an official of the Inland 
Waterways that in gasoline prices alone the people of the area had saved enough 
money in freight rates to have built the Bonneville Dam. It has also been 
pointed out that those people who have had the advantage of river navigation to 
ship their wheat and other farm produce have been given a huge saving as the 
present freight rates are about the same as in 1934 along the Columbia, while 
they have increased by several times on the interior where the river transportation 
has not entered as a factor. 

The irrigation of many thousands of acres has already been made possible 
and many thousands more will be irrigated as the river development progresses. 
This land is confined to small farms so that many more people will be able to 
find homes and help to produce for the ever-increasing population of our Nation. 

It is estimated that less than a fourth of the power developed in the river 
basin is distributed through cooperatives. The large volume is distributed or 
sued by private industries. Another fact regarding the development may be 
found in the fact that new industries and people coming into the Northwest since 
the opening of these projects have paid to our local and National Governments, 
in income and personal and real-estate taxes far in excess of the cost of the 
project to date. . 

With all of the facts in the hands of our people it is not to be surprised at 
that we find the energetic and public-spirited men of communities such as ours 
entering into the fight to further develop our natural resources. As more people 
become aware of the potentialities, there will be more converts to the cause. 





(From Baker (Oreg.) Record-Courler, January 26, 1950] 
Mr. SmitrH Gors TO WASHINGTON 


Most residents of Baker County will remember Allan A. Smith, former lawyer 
of Baker who a decade ago moved to Portland to follow utility counsel business, 
a business which he had followed from here during many a legislative session 
at Salem. 

Our only point in recalling Mr. Smith at this time is to discuss a very vicious 
criticism which has been leveled by utility-minded members of the local legal 
profession at persons who have been identified with efforts to have Hells 
Canyon Dam authorized as a means to prevent wasteful exploitation and in- 
complete utilization of the river sources. 
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In the local Hells Canyon issue and lacking argument by facts and figures 
and sound public policy, a local group of utility representatives usually wind up 
by chewing away at their utility fees and sputtering private enterprise as their 
sole rebuttal. May we remind local residents that the very echo of their shallow 
voice rings hollow. Read this news ‘item in the Portland press under a Wash- 
ington, D. C., date line of January 17. 

“Allan A. Smith, Portland attorney, talked with members of the staff of the 
Interior Department Appropriations Subcommittee and arranged for representa- 
tives to appear before the group. 

“The conference, made up of private and public-power groups seeking a solu- 
tion to the Northwest power shortage, will ask additional Federal funds, Smith 
said, for development of Bonneville, McNary, Grand Coulee, Chief Joseph, Al- 
beni Falls, and Hungry Horse Dams.” 

Apparently the Baker County friends of Hells Canyon Dam have distinguished 
company in urging public investment in the great industry-building, low-cost 
power projects of the West. Allan A. Smith a Socialist? Well, hardly. 

It is time that we strip the Hells Canyon issue of all the confusion that local 
utility agents and victims heap upon it. The Federal development in the North- 
west is not an attack upon private enterprise. Rather, it is the backbone of the 
greatest private enterprise future in the history of the world, a Northwest 
that bids to be the new focal point of civilization itself. Just as President 
Jefferson, against the contented do-nothings of the old colonies, unlocked the 
door to western expansion by launching, through purchase and exploration, 
his competition with forces adverse to national destiny, so the Government 
interest today in the vital ingredient of our destiny tomorrow—power—is open- 
ing the frontier of unlimited horizons and certain security. 

Coulee and Bonneville had their skeptics—for years. But not now. Do you 
find the Portland or Spokane chambers of commerce offering to give them 
back to the Indians? Or don’t they, and the Governor of Oregon and all keen 
observers of the situation, proclaim fervently that the future of private enter- 
prise expansion in the Northwest still hinges upon still more low-cost power. 
Power has proved good for private enterprise. That's why Mr. Smith goes to 
Washington. And that’s why we favor Hells Canyon Dam. It makes no differ- 
ence that Mr. Smith goes on a fee from private enterprise to plead for Federal 
projects in his section of the Northwest or that Hells Canyon boosters write 
their congressman and operate on membership from common people and business- 
men, farmers, and laborers to plead for a project in our own back yard. 

You can take the private enterprise versus public-ownership argument right 
out of the Hells Canyon issue with assurance. And when you realize that one 
of the greatest developments on earth is possible at a site so tremendous you 
yet can’t believe its in your own back yard—and that no private enterprise 
has or will ever propose to build or develop a half of it—well, maybe there 
won't be quite so many people willling to sell Baker County and eastern Oregon 
short to the rest of the Northwest and the Nation. 


Mr. Ener. Mr. Ullman? 
Mr. Utitman. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Frank A. Stewart of Wenatchee, 
Wash. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK A. STEWART, OF WENATCHEE, WASH., 
SECRETARY, COLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT LEAGUE 


Mr. Ener. Mr. Stewart, you are the secretary of the Columbia 
River Development League? 

Mr. Stewart. That is right, sir. Ihave a prepared statement, with 
some copies for the members of the committee. I just want to make 
a few brief remarks about the statement. 

Mr. Encore. Without objection, your statement will appear in the 
record at the end of your extemporaneous remarks. 

Mr. Srewarr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am Frank Stewart, from Wenatchee, Wash., and with the possible 
exception of any 1 of 47 other States in the Union, I think you will 
agree that I am from the greatest State in the Nation. At least we 
are mighty proud of what has been going on out there. I represent, 
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as secretary of the Columbia River Development League, which was 
first born in 1918, with the idea of building Grand Coulee Dam; 
a nonprofit, voluntary, nonpolitical organization of businessmen, 
farmers, and others living up and down the Columbia River. 

It was conceived and dedicated to the development of the Columbia 
River watershed. This year, in 1952, the first water from the Colum- 
bia River will reach the thirsty lands around Ephrata and Quincy 
in the Columbia Basin. While Grand Coulee Dam has been manu- 
facturing and producing power at the lowest cost in the Nation, 
it has also been paying itself off. No one will ever know exactly how 
important that power was in helping to win World War IT. It has 
brought to our State great growth and great industries, producing 
ships, tanks, ammunition, planes, and atomic energy. 

The great works of Grand Coulee and Bonneville were not built 
without great opposition, and that opposition will parade itself before 
your committee next week as ghosts of what happened in the twenties 
and thirties. 

In 1920, a distinguished newspaper in our area, under an editorial 
entitled “Columbia River Fiasco,” advised the people that the core 
drillings proved that the bed rock would not hold up such a great 
monolith as Grand Coulee Dam, that the little band of land specula- 
tors around Grand Coulee and Ephrata should quit squandering the 
State’s money. 

Yet, in 1950, they were singing a different editorial melody in 
which they were praising the growth and prosperity of our country 
because of cheap Grand Coulee power. A New York Congressman 
in the thirties said, “Who are you going to sell the power to, the jack 
rabbits?” And “those people out in the West want to spend this 
money to irrigate land that will only raise snakes and coyotes.” 

Mr. EncGie, I notice your statement refers to long-haired jack 
rabbits. Does it mean long-eared jack rabbits? 

Mr. Srewarr. I assume that that is a typographical error. Yet 
out there we have both long-haired and long-eared rabbits. 

Gentlemen, I want to say that this was typed by a Washington 
secretary down at the Bowman Secretarial Service, and she has 
perhaps been doing some work for Congress in the past few years. 

Gentlemen, Grand Coulee is now built and it is a success. We are 
proud that you Congressmen didn’t listen to the prophets of gloom 
who told you not to vote for Grand Coulee. and we want to draw 
the corollary with what may happen with Hells Canyon. 

In 1935, the Saturday Evening Post carried an article in which 
they said that Grand Coulee Dam was a colossus, second only to the 
Pharaohs in Egypt, and yet in 1943 they have an article entitled 
“The White Elephant Comes Into Its Own,” in which they say “For 
a time this $296 million looked to many people like a large white 
elephant. Today it is as gilt-edged as any war bond, cheap at any 
price.” 

Gentlemen, you will have appear before you opposition that will 
tear down the arguments of these good people who came across the 
Nation to testify that the grass roots, the people who live there, want 
this project done. 

I am sorry, and I am distressed, to note that the distinguished Gov- 
ernor of our State has assigned his power adviser to the distinguished 
government of the State of Idaho to prepare material against Hells 
Canyon. 
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In conclusion, just let me say this: that out there we have no oil, we 
have no gas. Our natural power resource is water. We want to see 
that the greatest benefits of those resources come to the greatest num- 
ber of people at the lowest possible cost. Hells Canyon is a part of 
that over-all comprehensive development, the hopes and prayers of 
hundreds of thousands of people out there ride on the pleas that 
these gentlemen from Idaho and Oregon have brought before you. 
We hope that you don’t disappoint them and that you authorize Hells 
Canyon Dam. Thank you for the time. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask just one little question? 

Mr. Enere. Yes. Mrs. Bosone. 

Mrs. Bosone. I would like to ask Mr. Stewart, is there any rela- 
tionship between the youth of the witnesses who have appeared here 
today for Hells Canyon and the project, Hells Canyon. I don’t know 
of a program we have had before us, Mr. Chairman, where we have 
had most of the witnesses on the youth side. 

Mr. Srewarr. May I remark, in appreciation to the lady, that the 
people who in the twenties were fighting for Grand Coulee Dam ap- 
peared young men, and they probably were grey haired and getting 
old before it was authorized. I hope that doesn’t happen to us. 

Mr. Ener. May I say that the witnesses, notwithstanding their 
youth, have been capable witnesses and I call attention to the fact 
that the men who wrote the Constitution of the United States, the 
average age at that convention was less than 40 years. I am sorry 
we don’t have more active young people in government today and 
taking an interest in public affairs, with all respect to age. 

Mrs. Bosone. I was wondering about the relationship. 

Mr. Eneiex. With all respect to age, we need young, vigorous people. 

Does that complete your question ? 

Mrs. Bosonr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Eneore. Thank you very much, Mr. Stewart. We appreciate 
your statement, which was an excellent statement. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Stewart is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF FRANK A. STEWART, SECRETARY, CoLUMBIA RIVER DEVELOPMENT 
LEAGUE, WENATCHEE, WASH. 


I appear as secretary of the Columbia River Development League, whose 
headquarters are in Wenatchee, Wash., and am authorized to endorse and urge 
the earliest possible passage of the Hells Canyon Dam bill now before the 
Congress. 

The Columbia River Development League is a nonprofit, nonpolitical, voluntary 
association of several hundred citizens living along the entire length of the great 
Columbia River. This league was originally conceived more than three decades 
ago. Originally dedicated to the proposition of bringing about the building of 
the greatest concrete monolith of all times—Grand Coulee Dam—and also the 
orderly development of almost a million acres of land in the Columbia Basin. 
The dreams of the league's first president, the late inimitable Rufus Woods, and 
the league’s first secretary, the hard-working late Jim O'Sullivan, are coming 
true. 

This year, 1952, the first water from the Grand Coulee Reservoir reaches the 
thirsty land around Ephrata and Quincy, and since 1940 the throbbing generators 
at Coulee have been pumping kilowatts into both private and public electric 
lines of the Pacific Northwest. While it manufactures and wholesales its 
energy at the lowest cost in the Nation, the power project has also been paying 
itself off. 

No one will ever know how really important that power was in helping to win 
World War II. Suffice it to point out that it has brought to the Pacific Northwest 
great major industries producing ships, tanks, aluminum, airplanes, and atomie 
energy. 
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Since the war, demand for power in our area has grown beyond the greatest 
expectation. The population in the State of Washington has increased from 
1,800,00 in 1940 to 2,700,00 in 1950. ’ , 

Our league has supported additional projects in the Columbia River water- 
shed, including Albeni Falls, Hungry Horse, McNary, the Dalles, and Chief 
Joseph, now all under construction. We also are in favor of Libby and Ice 
Harbor. You will note that these projects are under the jurisdiction of both 
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Army Corps of Engineers. ‘ 

Now, these great works have been and are being built in spite of great opposi- 
tion by well-organized, well-heeled spokesmen for certain private monopolistic 
interests. 

Gentlemen, these same interests who will parade before you next week oppos- 
ing Hells Canyon Dam are ghosts of those who opposed Grand Coulee during 
the twenties and the early thirties. 

The play is the same; the lines are identical; the,actors will deliver them 
with the same gusto and contortions, but, gentlemen, the stage has shifted. 
Grand Coulee is now built and a success; so these actors have shifted to a new 
scene—Hells Canyon. A good many of the arguments and expletives used here 
next week will merely be a replay of the false arguments used against the valiant 
efforts of Rufus Woods, Jim O'Sullivan and others who appeared here three 
decades ago before similar committees fighting against great odds for Grand 
Coulee Dam. 

You must not be misled by these false prophets and misinformed gentlemen. 
For example, in 1920 a distinguished newspaper in our countryside headlined 
an editorial “Columbia River Fiasco,” and followed with this fantastic and 
utterly unbelievable advice: “Now that it has been proven from the core drillings 
that the bedrock at the proposed Grand Coulee Dam site will not hold up the 
weight of such a huge dam, it is high time the little band of land speculators 
around Ephrata quit squandering the State and Federal money.’ But, in 1950, 
30 years later, they sang a new melody in their editorial columns happily prais- 
ing cheap Grand Coulee power for having brought such growth and prosperity 
to Spokane. 

A certain New York Congressman in the 1930's kept harpooning us with the 
chant “Who you gonna sell the power to? The long-haired jack rabbits!” and 
“The land those fellows out there want to irrigate will only raise snakes and 
coyotes !”’ 

On July 13, 1935, the Saturday Evening Post carried an article on Coulee Dam 
entitled “The Eighth World Wonder” by a distinguished gentleman from Port- 
land, Oreg., in which he said: “This new colossus will overshadow for the first 
time in 5,000 years the stupendous folly of the Pharaohs.” He raised the question 
whether “the Grand Coulee Reservoir would actually hold water’ and “whether 
500 tons of water could be raised 312 feet with machinery created by human 
hands!” 

Well, gentlemen, it is a fact accomplished. Thanks to the farsighted Congress- 
men who turned deaf ears to the faithless gloom-peddlers of the rock ages who 
were trying to stymie one of the world’s greatest works of mankind. 

To prove the utter nonsense of the above-quoted statements I respectfully refer 

you to the July 5 issue of 19483 Saturday Evening Post on page 46 from an article 
entitled “The White Elephant Comes Into Its Own” in which the author, Mr, 
Frank J. Taylor, had this to say: “Once called ‘the dams of doubt’ Grand Coulee 
and Bonneville now produce the electric power so vital to our light-metal pro- 
gram” and “the Coulee Dam was a $119,000,000 bargain in taxpayers’ dollars; 
sjonneville cost another $40,000,000; the powerhouses with complete batteries 
of turbines and generators will run up to $67,000,000; the distributing system 
called for another $70,000,000. For a time this $296,000,000 looked to many 
people like a large white elephant; today it is as gilt-edged as any war bond, 
cheap at any price, if the river’s power, delivered today when we need it, and 
not tomorrow when it is too late, will provide the aluminum to make the planes 
to give the United Nations control of the air anywhere around the globe.” I 
leave the matter to your judgment. 

Strong opposition from the private power companies will manifest itself here 
next week. To me it is simply not understandable, as they ought to be up here 
leading the fight for Hells Canyon Dam, instead of trying to keep it from being 
built. The private power companies cannot live by the heartbeat of their own 
generators. Their systems demand and require the continuous transfusions 
received day and night from the Federal power system in the Northwest. 

The cold facts, which they hate to admit. are that they have had more sales, 
more expansion, and greatly increased profits because of the sensible, business- 
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like manner in which the Federal power policy has been carried out in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

It is interesting to note that 1 kilowatt-hour of electricity is the equivalent of 
10 hours of human labor. Thus our standard of living is improved by filling new 
needs and new conveniences which would otherwise demand an inordinate 
amount of labor. Also, every developed horsepower from water brings increased 
wealth to the extent of $2,500 each in the form of industrial plants, new homes, 
new farmhouses and new businesses. Just think for a moment what this means 
in the future to the Pacific Northwest and to the Nation where the potential power 
development of the Columbia River approximates 35,000,000 kilowatts. 

To show further what has happened in our area, the Federal Power Commission 
statistics show that the power rates have dropped between three and four times 
faster in the State of Washington than the national average. Washington 
dropped from fourth lowest to the lowest in the Nation during the last decade— 
or a 20.1 percent decrease compared to a national average of only 5.3 percent 
decrease. 

Hells Canyon is needed to do for Idaho and Oregon what Grand Coulee and 
Bonneville have done for the great State of Washington. With no oil, no gas, 
and very little coal, the region must depend upon falling water as its chief low- 
cost power source. That resource should and must be used for the benefit of 
all the people instead of the few. That is in the American tradition. It is our 
heritage. 

The Columbia River Development League of which I am proud to be secretary 
was born in 1918, with the first idea of harnessing that river of gold. The 
league’s principles have been completely nonpolitical in nature. Its member- 
ship and executive board are composed of both Democrats and Republicans. 

The league has, through these long and ofttimes difficult 34 vears, worked hard 
and consistently for the over-all comprehensive development of the Columbia 
River watershed in the States of Washington, Oregon, Montana, and Idaho. 
It believes that the benefits of this great resource should be brought to the 
greatest number of citizens at the lowest possible cost without permitting the 
river to continue to spill wasted and unused into the Pacific Ocean. 

The hopes and prayers of hundreds of thousands of citizens in the Pacific 
Northwest ride on the pleas being made to your committee today by these rep- 
resentative groups from that area. These men have come long distances to 
plead with you for approval of Hells Canyon Dam. We hope you do not dis- 
appoint them. We have faith that you will authorize the start of construction 
of this great project. 

Mr. Enete. Now Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Utiman. I would like to introduce Mr. John George, of 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN GEORGE, IDAHO STATE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
RURAL ELECTRIC CO-OP ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Enotes. Mr. George, I observe that you are the Idaho State 
director of the National Rural Electric Co-op Association, of Lewis- 
ton, Idaho; is that correct ? 

Mr. George. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. I might state before 
I start in that I might not pass in this youth group, but I have been 
in this work for a long time. 

Mr. Enate. It hasn’t shown in wrinkles or age. You are still a 
oe young man, Mr. George. Will you tell us what the National 

tural Electric Co-op Association is? 

Mr. Grorce. The National Rural Electric Cooperative Association 
is the service organization of the REA co-ops throughout the United 
States. There are some 873 of these co-ops within the United States 
and this national, NRECA as we call it, is their service organization, 
with headquarters here in Washington. 

I happen to be executive committeeman from region 9, which is 
comprised of the Northwest States, California, Oregon, Washington, 
Idaho, Utah, Nevada, and the Territory of Alaska. 
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I appear before you folks today in behalf of these people to urge 
the construction of Hells Canyon Dam. Our people are very much 
interested in this dam and we need the power. We have a power 
shortage within the Northwest at this time, and this last winter 
Bonneville Power Administration was forced to cut off some of these 
interruptible loads on account of power shortage. If it hadn’t been 
for a more than average hydro condition on the Columbia River, 
we would have faced a very serious problem out in the Northwest 
in the last year. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Could I ask, are you sure that was this winter? 
Wasn’t it last winter? I have a statement that came through a while 
ago from Dr. Raver to the effect that there was no danger of any 
drought. That was last winter. 

Mr. Georce. That is what we were advised last fall. 

Not too long ago we had something happen to one of the generators 
and they had to shut down several of the interruptible loads in order 
to keep the power up to standard on firm loads. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I must have been misinformed by the Bonneville 
people. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. D’Ewart, isn’t it correct that was due to the fact 
that the people who were employed at Grand Coulee Dam operated 
the wrong valves and flooded the generators? That wouldn’t have 
anything to do with the potential production. 

Mr. Georce. Mr. Budge, that is probably true, but when you are 
running at capacity, anything can happen to one generator. We 
are running to capacity all the time. If one generator would happen 
to go out, We are up against it. 

Mr. Bunce. It wasn’t because of any lack of potential then? It 
was a technical matter? 

Mr. Georee. In this particular case it was a physical proposition, 
but then you can see where we are at in this power problem. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you. 

Mr. Enair. As I understand, then, they are trying to authorize 
steam plants on the Columbia in order to firm up more power to 
take care of aluminum production ¢ 

Mr. Grorce. That is absolutely correct. 

Mr. Encie. You may proceed, Mr. George. 

Mr. Georce. The Department of Agriculture has asked us to in- 
crease production all over the United States at an average of 4 percent. 
We have no assurance but what we are not going to have to do this 
for several years tocome. The only way that we can increase produc- 
tion is through more electricity to take the place of the manpower 
on the farm, which is dwindling at about 334,000 men per year. 

Aside from producing the great amcunts of electric power and 
making possible increased agriculture, this Hells Canyon project 
would provide the means foy developing the phosphate beds in south- 
ern Idaho, which you have heard quite a bit about. I won't dwell 
on that very long, but there is one thing that I do want to bring out 
very specifically here in my testimony, the fact that I am a farmer 
and I represent a lot of farm people. My cooperative at Lewiston, 
Idaho, has a membership of 4,000. By the way, somebody read a 
telegram from one of those members here this morning: I want to 
make this very plain: that we sent out these questionnaires to our 
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members, inserted in our bill. We got in return, half of our member- 
ship. Every one that we received back was in favor of Hells Canyon. 
I don’t think that your one telegram will hurt that percentage very 
much. 

Now, I want to present to you a resolution that was passed last year 
at our regional meeting in Spokane, a meeting representing all of 
these people from my region out there. I will quote: 

Whereas the Pacific Northwest is now suffering, and has for the past 2 years, 
from a very severe shortage of electric power ; and 

Whereas it seems apparent that this power shortage will extend some years 
into the future; and 

Whereas the only possible permanent solution for this power shortage is con- 
struction of more hydroelectric power projects: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the members of the NRECA, That the construction schedule of 
the present Federal hydro projects be stepped up so that the present projects 
may be completed at the earliest possible date; and that the Hells Canyon Dam 
on the Snake River be authorized and the funds be appropriated for construction 
of the most important project immediately to the end that our present power 
shortage may be ended and the electric power be made available for new industry 
within the Northwest. 

Now, at this time I would like to introduce into the record a state- 
ment from Mr. Gus Norwood, who is executive chairman of the 
Northwest Public Power Association, which is made up of something 
that is probably new to all you men; it is made up of municipalities, 
and PUD’s and REA co-ops, all joined in one group, and this is Mr. 
Norwood’s testimony. I would like to introduce it in the record at 
this time. 

Mr. Eneie. May I see it? It appears to be printed. 

Mr. George. Yes; it is printed. 

Mr. Enate. I notice in the resolution something at the end here 
which purports to be an act of some type. Do you want that in? 

Mr. Gerorce. It is the group action supporting the construction of 
Hells Canyon Dam and a difference of opinion pertaining to the con- 
struction of Hells Canyon Dam. 

Mr. Eneie. Without objection, the statement may be made a part 
of the record, 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Wo Wut Get Hetts CaANYon Power?—THeE CASE OF THE PEOPLE VERSUS THE 
Ipano POWER Co. 


(Testimony submitted to Congress March 26, 1952) 


In one of the most remote and most rugged primitive areas of the United 
States is located the spectacular Hells Canyon of the Snake River which chal- 
langes in grandeur and certainly for inaccessibility even the famed Grand Can- 
yon of Arizona. At the bottom of the Hells Canyon, located about 93 miles 
north of Weiser, Idaho, and 108 miles south of Lewiston, Idaho, is one of 
the last remaining truly cheap hydropower sites of the Nation. 

A 760-foot dam would produce 688,000 kilowatts of prime power at the site 
plus 427,000 kilowatts of downstream benefits plus 9,000 kilowatts of benefits 
from diversity or total prime power benefits of 1,124,000 kilowatts. 

The project will provide 3,880,000 acre-feet of usable flood-control storage 
and improve river regulation as an added henefit to navigation. Oue center of 
interest in the dam is its proximity to 70 percent of the known deposits of 
phosphate rock in the United States. Low-cost power for phosphate fertilizer 
manufacture is needed to break the present monopoly and artificial shortage in 
phosphate fertilizer which is retarding the national soil-conservation program. 











HELLS CANYON DAM 269 


SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 


(1) The Northwest Public Power Association urges the earliest authoriza- 
tion and construction of Hells Canyon Dam. Our interest is in an adequate 
supply of power at the lowest possible cost consistent with repayment of 
Federal power investment with interest. i 

(2) The association opposes any scheme for developing the middle reaches of 
the Snake River which does not provide for maximum comprehensive use of 
the potential water power. 

(3) The associatian urges Congress to continue the present Federal power 
policy which is designed to encourage the most widespread use of electricity 
particularly for rural and domestic consumers, preference for public and co- 
operative agencies and the construction of Federal transmission lines to insure 
that power is not monopolized at the bus bar. 

(4) The association prefers that Hells Canyon Dam be authorized by means 
of legislation similar to the eminently satisfactory Hunyry Horse Dam Act. At 
the end of this statement there is submitted the draft of a substitute bill. 

In the detailed statement which follows the association explains is motiva- 
tions, discusses the critical importance of storage, the necessity for compre- 
hensive planning, includes quotations showing endorsement of Hells Canyon 
Dam by the President's Water Resources Policy Commission, then analyzes the 
opposition of the Idaho Power Co. and concludes by urging the substitute bill 
as first choice, second choice the enactment of S. 2812 and H. R. 5748, and third 
choice the enactment of a resolution reserving to Congress the determination of 
how the Snake River will be utilized. 


THE CONCERN OF THE PUBLIC AND COOPERATIVE SYSTEMS 


The Northwest Public Power Association is owned and operated by 77 public 
and cooperative electric distribution systems in Montana, Idaho, Oregon, and 
Washington. The public and cooperative utilities serve approximately 600,000 
electric meters or on a population basis, about 2,000,000 people which amounts 
to about 40 percent of the population of these four States, 

The purpose of the association is to promote the highest possible efficiency 
in organization and operating methods of local publicly and cooperatively owned 
utilities. Since the most important operating probiem is the adequacy of power 
supply, our members are vitally concerned with the proposed construction of 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

The public and cooperative systems in the Northwest pay currently about 
$12,000,000 into the United States Treasury each year for wholesale power, 
but this figure is increasing about 20 percent a year. 


CRITICAL NEED FOR HELLS CANYON STORAGE 


In addressing the Northwest Public Power Association convention August 12, 
1948, on the Corps of Engineers 308 Review Report, Colonel Theron D. Weaver 
stated : 

“One of the planned projects providing flood control is Hells Canyon Dam 
and Reservoir on the Snake River, which would contribute to the reduction 
of downstream floods from Lewiston to the highly developed lower Columbia 
area * * * The flood control benefits, coupled with the great power po- 
tential of Hells Canyon make it one of the key projects in the basin plan as 
contemplated in the Columbia River report.” 

The fact that the region is rapidly running out of economical upstream storage 
was strongly pointed out by Mr. Ben E. Torpen of the Corps of Envineers in 
his address before the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee on December 
12,1951. In a well documented paper he warns: 

“Without large storage floods will continue. Damages will increase in pro- 
portion te our cultural development. Without large storage the thirty-odd- 
million kilowatts potential of the Columbia Basin will be cut in half.” 

Mr. Torpen points out that the main flood control plan which is the essence 
of the Columbia River 308 Review Report issued in 1948, calls for 27,000,000 
acre-feet of usable flood storage, including 3,880,000 acre-feet at Hells Canyon 
to reduce a “1894 flood” of 1,200,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles to 
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800,000 cubic feet per second. Such storage would produce 12,000,000 kilowatt 
of firm electrical energy. Hells Canyon is essential in this plan. 






THE TEST OF COMPREHENSIVENESS 


Hells Canyon Dam is essential to the unified comprehensive multiple purpose 
development of the Columbia River Basin in the best public interest. 

The Oxbow project would wipe out and foreclose for all time over a half 
million kilowatts of the Northwest’s prime power potential as well as 3,880,000 
acre-feet of urgently needed flood control. 

The Oxbow project of the Idaho Power Co. fails to meet the policy of Con- 
gress as set forth in part I, section 10 (a) of the Federal Water Power Act which 
reads: 

“Sec. 10. All licenses issued under this part shall be on the following condi- 
tions: (a) That the project adopted, including the maps, plans and specifications, 
shall be such as in the judgment of the Commission will be best adapted to a 
comprehensive plan for improving or developing a waterway or waterways for 
the use or benefit of interstate or foreign commerce, for the improvement and 
utilization of water power development, and for other beneficial public 


ules * © ®. 
The association most recently protested against the Oxbow project in the fol- 


lowing letter: 


Project No. 1971 
IDAHO PoweER Co., 


March 27, 1951. 
The CHAIRMAN, 
Federal Power Commission, Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR Sir: In accordance with Federal Power Commission rules of practice and 
procedure, section 1.10 (a), the Northwest Public Power Association desires to 
enter its protest against the granting of any permit or license to the Idaho Power 
Co. for the construction of the Oxbow development on the Snake River. It is 
our view that the construction of the Oxbow Dam would violate section 10 (a) 
of part I of the Federal Power Act which requires that the project conform to a 
comprehensive plan for improving or developing a waterway. 

At least three major public documents indicate comprehensive plans for 
development of the Middle Snake River. Each document recommends con- 
struction of Hells Canyon Dam thus precluding the Oxbow Dam. 

(a) Corps of Engineers “308” Review Report recommends construction of 
Hells Canyen Dam downstream from the Oxbow site and of a height so as to 
flood the Oxbow site. Basically the Corps of Engineers’ Hells Canyon Dam i 
would provide flood control and downstream firming up of power in addition 
to a more firm generation of Hells Canyon Dam than could be produced by 
several run-of-the-river dams. 

(b) Bureau of Reclamation Hells Canyon Project Report is similar to (a). 

(c) The President’s Water Resources Policy Commission Report, volume I, 
page 26, urges construction of Hells Canyon Dam. 

Your attention is also invited to the possible applicability of section 7 (b) 
of part I of the Federal Power Act whereunder the Commission can, as in the 
case of the St. Lawrence project, deny a license and recommend development 
by the United States. 

Such public development is appropriate because of the vast financial stake 
of the United States in present and potential downstream dams which would 
benefit from Hells Canyon Dam and which would be adversely affected both 
as to generation capacity and financial result ‘by an Oxbow development. The 
public and cooperative agencies which are members of this association and 
which purchase electric power from the Bonneville Power Administration would 
be adversely affected financially by construction of Oxbow instead of Hells Can- 
yon because of the impact on the level of BPA wholesale power rates. 

We therefore recommend that the Commission deny the Idaho Power Co. 
application, and secondly, that the Commission under part I, section 7 (b) 
recommend development by the United States. 

Sincerely, 








NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, 
3Us Norwoonp, Hecutive Secretary. 
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HELLS CANYON Dam ENpORSED BY PRESIDENT’S WATER RESOURCES POLICY 
COMMISSION 


Late in 1950 the President’s Water Resources Policy Commission completed 
its monumental three-volume report on national water policy. 

Of the 10 major river basins which the members of the Commission visited 
and studied in some detail, the Columbia River Basin was given the greatest 
emphasis and furthermore, of the thousand or so Northwest projects studied 
by Federal agencies, the Commission selected the Hells Canyon Dam for special 
attention and comment. This comment is in the form of an unqualified recom- 
mendation for early authorization and construction of the Hells Canyon Dam. 
Reference is made to volume 1 entitled, “A Water Policy for the American 
People,” where the Commission on page 26 says: 

“Improper timing of new works may cost the Nation as real and as perma- 
nent damages as their construction under faulty development policies. While 
it is essential to set a highly flexible time schedule so as to take account of 
changing conditions, it is possible and desirable to indicate the relative priority 
of some immediate proposals for the Columbia. Major dams such as the Chief 
Joseph, Albeni Falls, Hungry Horse, and Hells Canyon projects should be com- 
pleted as soon as practicable. 

Of the four projects singled out by the Commission only Hells Canyon still 
requires congressional authorization. 

The Commission’s recommendation for early authorization of Hells Canyon 
Dam is supported in detail in volume 2, entitled, ““‘Ten Rivers in America’s Fu- 
ture.” On pages 10, 18-19 and 73 may be found their more complete justification 
stated chiefly in terms of the necessity for upstream storage and comprehensive 
development. 


WHO IS OPPOSED TO HELLS CANYON DAM? 


Since 1947 the Idaho Power Co, has waged unrelenting propaganda warfare 
against the Hells Canyon Dam, This campaign has been paid for by the com- 
pany’s electric customers and by the United States Government. However, 
neither the customers nor the Federal Government have had any choice in the 
matter. The company charges its lobbying and propaganda costs to normal 
operating expenses which are paid from electric revenues. Since the expenses 
are deducted before Federal income taxes, Uncle Sam unwittingly helps finance 
this campaign of lies. 

Why is the Idaho Power Co. opposed to Hells Canyon? 

In the first place it wants to build a small dam instead at the Oxbow site and at 
some future date might want to build four other small dams all in the Hells 
Canyon Reservoir. Their maximum possible output would total a mere 530,000 
kilowatts and there would be no flood control storage whatsoever. 

Secondly, the company is bitterly opposed to the Federal power program. This 
opposition is in line with is policy of not tolerating any competition or any com- 
petitive conditions which might disturb its present iron-clad monopoly. 


HANDS NOT CLEAN 


However, the Idaho Power Co. does not come into court with clean hands. 

Firstly, there is the little matter of the willful and ruthless destruction of three 
rural electric cooperatives by the Idaho Power Co. and an attempt to destroy a 
fourth cooperative. Secondly, there is the record of exhorbitant electric rates 
in an area of remarkably low generation costs. These high rates indicate a 
financial policy of profit maximization regardless of the bad effect upon the 
economy of Idaho. Thirdly, there is a reasonable presumption that the company 
has exercised a restraining influence on the development of phosphate fertilizer 
manufacture in the State. Fourthly, the company has been particularly nice 
in the matter of water rights. In a State where water rights are often more 
important than land ownership, the company has not hesitated to enforce its 
rights to use water for power generation even if the effect was to limit irrigation. 
The company has filed on most of the water power sites in the State and the heart 
of the present controversy is whether the company shall be permitted to take over 
the tremendous power resources of central Idaho or whether these shall be re- 
served to the people. 





272 HELLS CANYON DAM 


DEATH TO COOPERATIVES 


The relationships of the Idaho Power Co. and rural electric cooperatives cannot 
be described as friendly. The company serves a compact valiey of intensively 
irrigated farms. The 95,270 residential consumers were served as of the end 
of 1950 from 9,855 miles of distribution line, which is an average of 10 customers 
per mile of line against 1 to 2 customers per mile for rural electric systems. 
‘The company has had an easy and profitable job of serving farms and was able 
to reach over #) percent of the farms in its area. The remainder of the people 
were out of luck. These people after many years of pleading finally jumped 
at the chance to form rural electric cooperatives. But as soon as they obtained 
an REA loan or began to stake a line, the Idaho Power Co. sent in a crew to build 
a “spite line’ to pick up the cream of the area. Nevertheless the cooperatives 
continued with their objectives of serving all under an area coverage policy. 

The unfortunate cooperatives were: Long Valley Electric Cooperative, Donnelly, 
Idaho; Jordan Valley Electric Cooperative, Jordan Valley, Oreg.: and Malheur 
Cooperative Electric Association, Vale, Oreg. The wiping out of each of these 
cooperatives is a heartbreaking story of a small group of people being bludgeoned 
into submission by a powerful and ruthless corporation. 

The pattern as described by one writer in the Pacifie Northwest Cooperator 
issue of June 1949 is one of a “military type pincers or financial nut-cracker 
applied by Idaho Power precision, speed and foree, to struggling Malheur. Iso- 
lated from low cost Bonneville 3144 mills wholesale power, it was forced to buy 
from IPC at 10 to 11 mills. Through its competing lines, Idaho Power, drawing 
energy largely from Bureau of Reclamation dams, then undercut the co-op rates. 
The inevitable happened. * * *” 

However, on the attempt to kill a fourth cooperative the Idaho Power Co. 
failed. The little Prairie Power Electric Cooperative at Fairfield, Idaho, under- 
went the usual pressure. But with the completion of the Anderson Ranch Dam 
by the Bureau of Reclamation the cooperative was able to hook on and become 
free of the company. They now know and cherish the meaning of freedom. 

The irony in the first three situations was the fact that the cooperatives, as 
preference customers, were unable to obtain power from the many power plants 
of the Bureau of Reclamation. The Idaho Power Co. obtained all the power and 
turned around and resold this 2 and 214 mill power at 10 and 11 mills to the 
cooperatives. This practice has gone on in contravention of the power policy 
of the Congress of the United States. 


MONOPOLISTIC PRACTICES 


Although the Idaho Power Co. enjoys a remarkably low hydrogeneration cost 
of only 3.16 mills per kilowatt-hour, it has one of the highest electric rates in the 
region. Where Tacoma sells 250 kilowatt-hours a month for $3.20, the Idaho 
Power Co. demands $6. Or viewed in another way, for $6 the customer can buy 
250 kilowatt-hours in Boise but in Tacoma he will receive 640 kilowatt-hours or 
more than two and a half times as much electricity for his money. 

Idaho Power Co. rates are higher than the rates of all major private utilities 
in the Pacific Northwest, and of course they are considerably higher than the 
rates of the larger public power systems. In order to save the time of your 
committee the association offers to prove that Idaho Power Co. rates are 
unreasonably high. 

These rates are possible because of the monopoly position of the company and 
the ability of the company to maintain “a satisfactory political climate at the 
State capitol in Boise.” 

For these various reasons we do not think the Idaho Power Co. can qualify 
to play the part of protector of the public interest. 


HELLS CANYON DAM ENDORSED BY RESOLUTIONS OF THE NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER 
ASSOCIATION 


On three separate occasions the board of trustees of the Northwest Public 
Power Association endorsed the Hells Canyon project. 

On November 18, 1948, the trustees endorsed phase B of the Corps of Engineers 
308 Review Report which called for immediate authorization of six major proj- 
ects including the Hells Canyon project. 

On June 26, 1951, the board adopted the following resolution (as amended 


September 14, 1951) : 
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“The board of trustees of the Northwest Public Power Association at its meet- 
ing June 26, 1951, discussed at length the policy questions involved in the pro- 
posed construction of the Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River between the 
States of Idaho and Oregon. 

“It is noted that the separate reports of the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Corps of Engineers are virtually identical in recommending Hells Canyon Dam 
as being the most desirable manner of providing for the most comprehensive 
development of the middle reaches of the Snake River. 

“The Hells Canyon Dam would be a multiple purpose project providing navi- 
gation, flood control, hydroelectric power, and recreational benefits. There will 
be no irrigation benefits involved. Fisheries will not be adversely affected. 

“This Association strongly urges the earliest practicable start of construction 
of the Hells Canyon Dam regardless of whether the construction be by the 
Bureau of Reclamation or by the Corps of Engineers. 

“The Hells Canyon Dam would provide some 4,400,000 acre-feet of storage not 
only as a major contribution to the control of floods but also as a safeguard 
against a critical water year. Thus, the capturing of spring flood waters would 
result in stored water for power generation during the critical winter months 
when electric power demand is greatest. It is particularly to be noted that 
such water would be used ultimately in 10 downstream plants for power 
generation. 

“Hells Canyon Dam facilities for power generation should be financed on a 
strictly self-liquidating basis providing for complete retirement of power invest- 
vent over 50 years or a similar reasonable period.” 

On January 25, 1952 the trustees resolved : 

“The Association reaffirms its position endorsing the construction of the Hells 
Canyon Dam and recommends as its first preference that the enabling legislation 
be patterned after the Hungry Horse Dam Act.” 

The preference for the Hungry Horse Dam Act is based on precedent and 
favorable experience. 


HUNGRY HORSE DAM ACT 


The Hungry Horse Dam Act is a good precedent for use in drafting enabling 
legislation for the Hells Canyon Dam. It is short, simple, clear, flexible, fair 
and easy to administer. It has worked well in practice. 

In submitting a substitute draft of a Hells Canyon Dam Act and recommend- 
ing it for your consideration we have in mind the desirability of a clean bill. 

We also have in mind the fact that the present bill represents a compromise 
representing the collaboration of the Bureau of Reclamation office at Boise and 
the Idaho Power Co. at Boise which may not be in the best public interest. 

The Northwest Public Power Association recognizes the legitimate interest of 
the Idaho Power Company in power output from Hells Canyon Dam. Just last 
vear the association noted the signing of 5-year rolling contracts between Bonne- 
ville Power Administration and the private utilities and raised no objections 
thereto. 

But it is not proper that the United States Government should find itself in 
the position of requesting permission from the Idaho Power Co. to build this 
project. Yet the present bill is a bill to appease the company. The reservation 
of 800,000 kilowatts to the State of Idaho has no precedent in the Pacific North- 
west and it has only a bad precedent in Arizona. 

Under the Hungry Horse Dam Act the at site prime power of that project 
has been reserved for wholesaling in Montana, to public, cooperative or private 
utilities or industries. The Montana Power Co. at once received 50,000 kilo- 
watts under a 5-year rolling contract with no objection raised by the Northwest 
Public Power Association. In fact the wholesale power rate to 12 rural electric 
cooperatives was reduced from 9 to 5.5 mills. Two large industries were drawn 
into Montana by virtue of the availability of power. These industries will be 
using power which could flow westward. Yet the people west of Hungry Horse 
are satisfied because of the eminent fairness of the arrangement whereunder 
the at site firm power is reserved to the locality. 

On behalf of our member utilities in Southern Idaho and likewise in the in- 
terest of balanced regional development including the encouragement of phos- 
phate fertilizer production in Southern Idaho we can cemplain against the pro- 
posed 300,000 kilowatt reservation in the present bill on four counts: 

(1) The reservation is too small and should be increased. 
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(2) The reservation should provide for sale in the States of Oregon and Idaho 
or half in each and should not be to the State of Idaho. The Federal Govern- 
ment should not permit state dictation of Federal power policy. 

I desire at this point to express what must be strictly a personal opinion, 
that to an appreciable extent the government of the State of Idaho is temporarily 
captive, and is in fact controlled by the Idaho Power Co. Thus any reservation 
to the State Government is likely to be a direct grant of Federal property to 
a private corporation. 

(3) The reservation to the State Government probably would also operate 
in opposition to the national interest in the promotion of phosphate fertilizer 
production. 

(4) The proposed marketing provision would be unduly complicated and cum- 
bersome and it would be difficult to administer in the public interest. 

After consideration of all these factors we respectfully recommend the follow- 
ing substitute bill. 

The substitute bill is confined to Hells Canyon Dam as a flood control, nav- 
igation and power project. The association is not testifying on the Payette 
River projects as these are not germane. 

The association is in favor of early construction of Hells Canyon Dam by 
either the Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation. Our objective 
is to get the dam built. 

In urging the enactment of the following substitute bill the Northwest Public 
Power Association is indicating its first choice or preference. 

As a second choice the association endorses the enactment of S. 2812 and 
H. R. 5748. 

As a third choice the association urges the enactment of a simple resolution 
reserving to the Congress the ultimate determination of how the waters of the 
Middle Snake River shall be utilized. 


AN ACT To provide for the construction of the Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River 
vetween the States of Oregon and Idaho, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the purpose of controlling floods, 
improving navigation, regulating the flow of the Snake River, for the generation 
of electric energy, recreation and for other beneficial uses, primarily in the 
States of Oregon and Idaho, but also in downstream areas, the Secretary of the 
Interior is authorized and directed to proceed as soon as practicable with the 
construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed Hells Canyon Dam, 
including facilities for generating electric energy, on the Snake River between 
the States of Oregon and Idaho in accordance witi plans set forth in volume 
2 of House Document 473, Eighty-first Congress, with such modifications as do 
not change the requirement to provide comprehensive development of the po- 
tential uses of said works, as the Secretary of the Interior may find advisable 
after consultation with the Secretary of the Army and such other agencies 
as may be concerned: provided, that surplus electric energy generated at the 
project shall be disposed of in accordance with existing laws relating to the 
disposition of power at Bonneville Dam. 

Sec. 2. The operation of the Hells Canyon project shall be only such as does 
not conflict with any present beneficial consumptive use, valid under State law, 
of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries, and as does not 
conflict with any future depletion of stream flows arising from future upstream 
diversion for beneficial consumptive uses under State law. 

Sec. 3. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be required to carry 
out the purposes of this act. 

Mr. GreorGe. There is one more point I want to make clear. I won't 
take up any more time. That is the REA projects. I heard it men- 
tioned this morning, especially in this telegram that Congressman 
Poulson referred to over there, that they objected to Federal funds 
being used for certain things. I want to make it very clear before 
this committee that REA projects are not Government-subsidized. 
We as a group of farmers borrow the money from the Federal Govern- 
ment and we pay that money back, every cent of it, with interest, and 
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our record of today is less than 114 percent in default and we are 
very proud of it. 

That concludes my statement. 

Mr. Enete. You were referring to the telegram, I think read by Mr. 
Saylor ? 

Mr. George. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Reean. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Encie. Thank you very much. That was an excellent state- 
ment. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, could I ask two questions there ¢ 

Mr. Ener. Yes. Mr. Budge wants to ask a couple of questions, 
Mr. George. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. George, do you have a shortage of power for your 
REA now . 

Mr. Grorce. We do. 

Mr. Buper. What do you pay per kilowatt ! 

Mr. Grorce. Three and a half mills. 

Mr. Buper. How close are you to Grand Coulee Dam ? 

Mr. Grorcre. We are about, 200 miles. 

Mr. Buper. You pay three and a half mills? 

Mr. Grorce. That is another point that I might clear here, too. Our 
power is transferred to us over a private power company’s lines and 
it is a gold-clad proposition for them because they get 2 kilowatts for 
every 1 they deliver us. 

Mr. Buper. You mean they pay nothing for it ? 

Mr. Grorce. They get a kilowatt for every one they deliver us. 
That is their pay. 

Mr. Buner. How does that affect what you pay ? 

Mr. Grorce. It doesn’t affect what we pay. There is one other 
statement. Pardon me for continuing my report, but he brought 
this up and I think it is something that the committee should know. 

Mr. Encie. Just a minute. You said that didn’t affect what you 
pay. If they get 1 kilowatt for every 1 they deliver, and that is 
ac out of the total power production which is affected in the rate? 

t 





Mr. Grorce. Not in our rate. We pay Bonneville direct. 

Mr. Eneir. I know, but the power they get, the 1 kilowatt they 
get, comes out of Bonneville power? 

Mr. George. That is right. 

Mr. Enewe. In effect they have a wheeling charge of 1 kilowatt 
for every kilowatt delivered ? 

Mr. George. That is right. 

Mr. Ener. That reduces the amount of available power and there- 
fore increases the rate. There isn’t any doubt about that in my mind. 
You may not think this does, but it sure does. 

Mr. Grorer. No, it doesn’t as far as your co-op is concerned. That 
is the price that all the REA co-ops pay within the Northwest. 

Mr. Enexe. I understand that. I just submit that when you pay 
a kilowatt wheeling charge for every kilowatt delivered, that it reduces 
the amount of power which you can sell and the volume being in- 
creased, the rate has to be higher. I will submit it without argument. 

Are there any further questic™s? 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. Did you say “314”? 
Mr. George. Three and a half mills. 
Mr. D’Ewarr. Is the wheeling charge made in firm power? 
Mr. Georce. No. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. George is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN GEORGE, REGION IX EXEcuTIVE COMMITTEEMAN, NATIONAL 
RvurAL ELectTric COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is John George, 
I operate an 800-acre wheat and small-grain farm east of Lewiston, Idaho. I 
am also a director of the Clearwater Valley Light and Power Association of 
Lewiston, Idaho, an REA-financed electric cooperative. In addition, I serve 
without compensation as the elected Idaho member of the board of directors 
of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, and as the elected 
region IX member of the executive committee of the national association. 
I represeht some 84 rural electric cooperatives and power districts serving 
over 142,000 farms and rural establishments in Idaho, Oregon, Washington, 
California, Montana, Utah, and Alaska. 

I appear before this committee on behalf of these people for the purpose 
of urging the earliest possible construction of the Snake River project including 
Hells Canyon Dam. The need for additional hydroelectric power in the. North- 
west is acute. During the past winter, the Bonneville Power Administration 
was forced to drop considerable interruptible defense load, and were it not 
for better than usual hydro conditions, the whole area might have faced a 
severe brown-out. 

The rural electric systems which T represent simply cannot stand any extended 
periods of power curtailment. One cooperative was forced out of existence in 
1949 because it was denied adequate power. During the past year, another Idaho 
cooperative almost met a similar fate because it too was unab'e to obtain 
sufficient power at reasonable rates to meet the demands of its consumers. My 
own cooperative, the Clearwater Valley Light and Power Association, is presently 
unable to serve rural industrial loads—especially sawmil!s—because the power 
is not available. We have at least half a dozen sawmills and two mines which 
would like us to serve them right now if we could supply them. In addition 
to these rural industries that are demanding more and more electric power 
from the rural electric systems, the farm loads themselves are growing by 
leaps and bounds. The Department of Agricniture has set 1952 food and fibre 
production goals at the highest level in history. The only way that these goals 
can he achieved in the face of Agriculture’s limited manpower pool, now 
dwindling at the rate of some 330,000 workers per year, is through the use of 
eonstantly increasing quantities of fertilizer and machinery—electrically pow- 
ered machinery in many instances. Thus, without adequate electric power, 
our load growth will be stifled and the agricultural productivity of our area 
will be substantially reduced. 

And there is no assurance that the necessity for larger and larger harvests 
of food each year will soon end. We must not only seek ways of employing 
to the maximum the natural resources that we have already developed, but we 
must stop and consider where the means to achieve our production goals 10 
years from now will be found. Where are the raw materia's for our industry 
to be found and developed, and the electric power and energy which will 
turn the wheels of our economy in 1960? ‘ 

Gentlemen, the Pacific Northwest is one of the few remaining areas wherein 
all of these lie awaiting exploitation and development for the benefit of the 
whole Nation, and, in a larger sense, the entire free world. This section of 
the country contains vast areas of irrigable land, great beds of phosphate rock 
suitable for conversion to fertilizer, appreciable quantities of minerals, and 
last and most important, quantities of hydroelectric power that, if developed, 
could provide the energy to utilize the vast resources of this last virgin 
territory. 

Construction of Hells Canyon Dam is a long step toward achieving over-all 
development of the Pacific Northwest. This project would have a prime capa- 
bilitv of 688,000 kilowatts itself, and would, in addition, increase the prime 
capability of other hydroelectric plants in the Snake and Columbia River Basins 
by 436,000 kilowatts. 
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In addition to this electric power, the Hells Canyon project can provide the 
means for irrigating nearly 1 million acres of additional farm land. This land 
is contained in known potential irrigation projects in the area. The financial 
assistance that could be made available from the interest component of power 
sale revenues from Hells Canyon would make these irrigation projects financially 
feasible. Water sufficient to irrigate this land plus 11% million additional acres 
has been reserved for consumptive use as a part of the project plans. Thus, the 
dam, as we understand it, will not in any way interfere with upstream con- 
sumptive water demands, but rather will through the financial assistance from 
power revenues aid in bringing into production additional agricultural land in 
the upstream areas. 

Aside from producing great amounts of electrical power, and making possible 
increased agricultural acreage, the Hells Canyon project should provide the 
means for developing one of the largest but yet untouched resources of the great 
Pacific Northwest—phosphate rock. I understand southeastern Idaho and nearby 
sections of Montana, Wyoming, and Utah contain about 60 percent of the total 
national reserves of this rock. Fertilizer requirements in the West far exceed 
supplies in the area. The decreasing phosphorous content of the soil is im- 
pairing the value of food crops. Phosphate rock is the only known source from 
which this vital element of food can be restored to the land. Much of the 
phosphate ore in the area is of low quality and cannot be economically processed 
except by the use of large quantities of low-cost electric energy. It is very 
doubtful if this energy could be made available in southeastern Idaho at rates 
low enough to allow development of this resource, without power from Hells 
Canyon. 

This is only a partial list of the benefits to be derived from this great project, 
but they are the benefits that are of vital interest to farmers—electricity for 
defense industries and a more intensely mechanical agriculture, additional arable 
land on which to raise food, and plenty of fertilizer to enrich the soil. And 
these benefits would start to accrue 5 years after construction starts, because 
although this dam would be the tallest in the world and the third largest, the 
surrounding country and the bed of the canyon is ideally suited to its construe- 
tion. The project could be finished in 5 years, and is probably the last great 
hydroelectric damsite capable of development without the wholesale displace- 
ment ef population, businesses, and industry that so often accompanies such 
a project. 

Now, gentlemen, I know that information has been circulated purporting to 
show that the people of Idaho do not favor construction of this project. I am 
a native of that State, and while I cannot speak for the whole population, I feel 
that I know the mind of many of the farmers. My cooperative, the Clearwater 
Valley Light and Power Association, recently sent a questionnaire to each of its 
4.000 members asking whether or not they favored construction of this project. 
Two thousand of our members returned their questionnaires and 100 percent of 
the returns favored construction. 

In addition, I have received telegrams from many of the cooperatives in Idaho 
urging that I do everything possible to secure authorization of the Hells Canyon 
project. I would like to place these telegrams into the record at this point. I 
am confident that a great majority of the farmers in Idaho want this self- 
liquidating project. The legislation now under consideration provides for the 
reservation of 300,000 kilowatts of power from the Hells Canyon project and 
interconnected facilities for sale in Idaho under terms consistent with estab- 
lished Federal power policy. This would help to assure ample power at reason- 
able rates for our rural electric systems in the State. While it is true that many 
of our svstems are already purchasing their requirements from Federal power 
marketing agencies four of them in Idaho are served by other sources, and pay 
upward of 1 cent per kilowatt-hour for their energy compared to the less than 
4 mills at which power from the integrated Bonneville system could be made 
available to them if Hells Canyon were built. This would mean savings of 
nearly $50,000 per year to these cooperatives based on the present rates being 
charged by the Bonneville Power Administration. That, gentlemen, is another 
good reason why the farmers of Idaho want Hells Canyon. 

Finally, I would like to read a resolution passed unanimously by representatives 
of cooperatives and public power districts in California, Washington, Oregon, 
Montana, Idaho, Utah, and Alaska at the 1951 region IX meeting of the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Association, held in Spokane on October 15-16. 
IT quote: 
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“Whereas the Pacific Northwest is now suffering and has for the past 2 years 
suffered from a very severe shortage of electric power ; and 

“Whereas it seems apparent that this power shortage will extend some years in 
the future; and 

“Whereas the only possible permanent solution for this power shortage is the 
construction of more hydroelectric power projects ; and 

“Whereas construction of such projects has been and is being opposed by sel- 
fish interests in the Northwest and in the Nation, including many commercial 
electric power companies, which companies are now erroneously stating that the 
present power shortage is caused by a drought condition; Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the members of region 1X of NRECA, That construction schedules 
on present Federal hydroelectric projects be stepped up, so that present projects 
may be completed at the earliest possible date; and be it further 

“Resolved, That we most earnestly urge that new projects be placed under 
construction so that the present power shortage will not continue indefinitely. 
We urge that The Dalles Dam on the Columbia River and the Ice Harbor Dam on 
the Snake River be placed under construction with the least possible delay, and 
that the Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River be authorized, and that funds 
be appropriated for construction of this most important project immediately 
to the end that our present urgent power shortage may be ended and electric 
power be made available for new industry in the Northwest.” 

On behalf of these people, I urge your approval of H. R. 5743 providing for 
authorization of the initial phase of the Snake’ River reclamation project. 


[Telegrams] 
Mr. JoHNn GEORGE, 
Executive Committeeman, 
1303 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D. C.: 

At our last annual meeting, the membership of this association passed a reso 
lution endorsing the early completion of Hells Canyon Dam. Copies of this 
resolution have been sent to our Congressmen and Senators. We still urge this 
construction. . 

Ken LEMLEY, 
Manager, Kootenai Rural Electric Association, Coeur d'Alene, Idaho. 





Mr. JoHN GEORGE, 
National Rural Electric Co-op Association, 
1303 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D. C.: 

Our board unanimously demands earliest authorization and construction of 
Hells Canyon Dam. We fail to see any reason whatsoever where the people of 
Idaho could in any way, shape, or form figure any reason Hells Canyon would 
not be a great benefit to the citizens of Idaho. 

M. M. Hinv1ze, 
President, Los River Electric Co-op, Ine., Mackay, Idaho. 


Mr. JOHN GEORGE, 
National Rural Electric Co-op Association, 
1303 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D. C.: 

Please do everything within your power to secure congressional authorization 
for the much-needed construction of Hells Canyon project. We have done a good 
bit of detailed studying from both sides of the picture and are convinced that 
the continued progress in the Pacific Northwest hinges on such developments 
as Hells Canyon, Please do everything within your power to get approval of 
this much needed project. 

Ora E. BEASLEY, 
Manager, Northern Lights, Inc., Sandpoint, Idaho. 





Mr. JOHN GEORGE, 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
1303 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D. C.: 
This cooperative strongly urges the construction of Hells Canvon Dam. 
Harry A. SIEveRS, 
Manager, Raft River Rural Electric Cooperative, Malta, Idaho. 
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Mr. JOHN GEORGE, : 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
1303 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington D. C.: 


Much of the future success and development of our State of Idaho depends 
on the development of our Snake River. Best wishes for the success of your 
testimony on the House committee hearing on Hells Canyon project. We are 
all anxiously awaiting the results of this hearing. 

Harry BUTLER, 
Manager, Clearwater Valley Light &€ Power Association, Lewiston, Idaho. 


Mr. Joun GEORGE, 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
1303 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D. C.: 
This association urges congressional authorization for construction of Hells 
Canyon project. 
FRANK H. ARNZEN, 
President, Idaho County Light & Power Cooperative Association, 
Grangewille, Idaho. 


Mr. JoHN GEORGE, 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
1303 New Hampshire Avenue NW., Washington, D. C.: 


Inrpossible for me to get to Washington at this time in behalf of Hells Canyon. 
Won't you please represent me as president of the Idaho Rural Electric Coopera- 
tive Association, doing everything within your power to secure approval of the 
much-needed Hells Canyon. 

JaMEes R. ANDREWS, 
President, Sandpoint, Idaho. 

Mr. Encie. Thank you very much. 

It was a very fine statement. 

Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Uttman. Mr. Chairman, I mentioned Enterprise, Oreg., this 
morning, up near the dam site. 

e have Mr. Harold Haller, a merch? un rise, 3 

We have Mr. Harold Haller, erchant from Enterprise, Oreg 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD HALLER, OF ENTERPRISE, OREG. 


Mr. Enote. Mr. Haller. What kind of merchant are you? 

Mr. Hatter. Women’s ready-to-wear. 

Mr. Enete. We are very glad to have you here, sir. 

Mr. Hatter. Mr. Chairman, I come as a representative of the Enter- 
rise Chamber of Commerce and of the entire Wallowa County. This 
is a section out there that there is absolutely no opposition to Hells 
Canyon Dam. We are on record 100 percent. 

Mr. Ener. Will you show us Enterprise on the map? 

Mr. Hauer. I think I can find it on here. It should be right 
along in here [indicating] because we are just west of the Hells 
Canyon Dam site, 27 air miles. 

Mr. Ener. That would be in the shadow of the dam? 

Mr. Hatwer. Yes. 

It is on our eastern border. 

Mr. Bow. What is the population ? 

Mr. Hauer. 1847, of the city of Enterprise. Our prime benefit 
that we will receive up there is tourists; and we are in the playground 
area of America, but on a one-way street. The road ends at the 
beautiful Wallowa Lake, which is at the foot of the mountains. We 
have 53 other lakes up there in the mountains in what Congress was 
kind enough to set up as a permanent wilderness. primitive area. 
Then, with the construction of this dam, which will be the third- 
highest dam on the continent, in the deepest gorge on the continent, 
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along with a road through the Seven Devils, which are beautiful on 
the other side, we think we will have the tourist playground of the 
world. 

That, Mr. Chairman, concludes my statement. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Enerx. Construction of that project, I suspect, will make some 
cash registers tick. 

Mr. Hatter. I would like to submit a resolution from the Enter- 
prise Chamber of Commerce, and a short brief if I may, for the 
record. 

Mr. Ener. Without objection, they will be included. 

(The brief and resolution are as follow :) 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the early construction of Hells Canyon Dam as planned by the 
Reclamation Bureau is of vital importance to the Northwest, to provide flood 
control, hydroelectric energy, recreational advantages and financial aid to other 
irrigation projects; and 

Whereas all preliminary plans, estimates, and surveys have been completed, 
and constructign work on said dam can be started immediately following au- 
thorization by the Congress; and 

Whereas this dam is a part of the comprehensive plan of the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the United States Army Corps of Engineers and by a large 
majority of all organized groups in the Pacific Northwest concerned with resource 
development in the Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas it is essential that this construction be started and said dam com- 
pleted at the earliest date in order that the country will benefit by the advan- 
tages that will follow the construction of the dam as outlined by the purposes 
of said dam, as well as the importance of said dam as a part of our national 
defense ; and 

Whereas the membership of the Enterprise Chamber of Commerce, in regular 
session on February 13, 1951, voted in favor of the construction of Hells Canyon 
Dam by the Bureau of Reclamation; and 

Whereas the board of directors of the Enterprise Chamber of Commerce voted 
on February 29, 1952, to reaffirm the previous approval of the membership: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this resolution be respectfully submitted to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives of the United 
States Congress at their hearings to be held in the month of March 1952, and 
that we sincerely urge their full and favorable support for authorization for 
the construction of Hells Canyon Dam at the present session of the Congress. 

ENTERPRISE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By Tom Cassrpy, Secretary. 
Marcu 19, 1952. 


STATE OF OREGON, 
County of Wallowa, 88: 

I, the undersigned, secretary of the Enterprise Chamber of Commerce, do 
hereby certify that the attached and foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy 
of a brief dated March 19, 1952, adopted, and passed by the board of directors 
of said organization at a meeting thereof held on the 19th day of March 1952. 

Witness my hand and seal of the Enterprise Chamber of Commerce this 19th 
day of March 1952. 

Tom Cassipy, Secretary. 


We of Wallowa County, Oreg., feel that we are on one of the last frontiers 
for further development in the United States. We have an area of 2,800 square 
miles and a population of 8,000 people. We have plenty of water, a rich soil, 
2 billion feet of timber and many low-grade minerals that at present are unused. 
Our region can easily support a much larger population if we could have better 
utilization of our resources. 

We, in the Northwest, are in the stage of transition from an agricultural 
economy to an agricultural-industrial region. We have the space and the re- 
sources, much of which are underdeveloped for want of power and population. 
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Our country is still young, but the phenomenal growth of the past half century, 
and forecast for the future by the Bureau of Census, will necessitate full and 
complete utilization of all our resources. Half measures would be a wasteful 
procedure. . 

Twenty years ago, much of the surrounding region was primarily of an agri- 
cultural nature, and the United States Congress felt that to aid development of 
the region, the United States Government should build large multipurpose 
dams on the Columbia River and its tributaries. This is being accomplished, 
and what was formerly a basic agricultural area has become industrialized; 
with a phenominal increase, instead of decrease, of agricultural products. 
Through the multipurpose dams more acres are receiving water each year and 
more land is being brought into production. During the past World War the 
industrial capacity of what was formerly solely an agricultural area, was one 
of the major factors in our momentous industrial mobilization. 

The multipurpose dams have been a profitable project for the Government 
and are paying out on the investment more rapidly than the most optimistic 
dreams of the proponents of these projects. (Bonneville Administration re- 
port, p. 6, 1951.) 

The construction of Hells Canyon Dam would add to the ultimate planned com- 
plete Columbia-Snake development, aside from the power generated at the 
Hells Canyon site, 723,000 kilowatts. (Bonneville Administration, report 1951.) 
Using the figure of $250 per installed kilowatt generating capacity, this would 
amount to a saving of another dam of a cost of $180,750,000. This in itself is 
a major factor in the planned completed program. 

The definite saving by regulation of the cresting height of the Snake River 
would each year add greatly to the productivity of lands that have been flooded 
each year by the runoff on the Snake being added to the already high runoff 
of the Columbia. 

The tourist attraction of Hells Canyon Dam would be one of the prime benefits 
received by our locality. Hells Canyon is on our eastern border and in its 
grandeur remains as inaccessible as it was when the first pioneers stood gazing 
at it awe-struck. 

When you look at a map you'll see that Enterprise and Joseph lie in the 
spectacular Wallowa Mountain country just northwest of the dam site, and are 
two of the closest towns to Hells Canyon. Construction of the dam will benefit 
everybody. 

One of the key things to consider here is that Joseph, Oreg., is the closest rail- 
road head to the dam site. In planning the access roads to construction jobs, 
engineers of the Reclamation Bureau look to the railroads and, in this case, 
they’re now looking to Joseph and Enterprise. 

We are told, by the Reclamation Bureau, that construction at Helis Canyon— 
where tremendous tonnages will be needed—will require both a primary and 
secondary access road. Our understanding is that there are three possible routes 
for these access roads, two of which probably would be built by the Govern- 
ment. One would run north from Baker, Oreg.; one west from Council, Idaho, 
and one east from Enterprise and Joseph, Oreg. It is our prediction that 
all three ultimately will be built, because of the tremendous public demand that 
will arise for ready access to this beautiful structure. 

So far, the Bureau says, no definite access routes have been established. 
The indications are that with their favorable location, Enterprise and its neigh- 
bor Joseph, would become one of the gateways to the magnificent dam and 
the surrounding country, which will draw hundreds of thousands of visitors. 

Briefly, here is the present tourist situation in Enterprise. It is in the valley 
of the beautiful Wallowa Mountains—in the rugged, spectacular area called 
the Switzerland of America. Highway 82 running west, is the chief access to our 
valley and the tourist, in coming to Enterprise, Joseph, and beautiful Wallowa 
Lake, must leave the area over the same stretch of road. This has been a 
major handicap to our valley, the tourist does not like to back-track. 

Fven with its disadvantage, the tourist trade has been important to our 
community. 

If the primary access road is built to Hells Canyon from Joseph, we are told 
by the Bureau, it would follow this course: From Joseph over the existing road 
down Little Sheep Creek to Imnaha, from there up the Imnaha. from there up 
the Imnaha River to Barton’s ranch, and from here by a tunnel a little over a 
inile long to the Snake River at the dam site. 

If the primary road is built elsewhere, Joseph would be the start of the 
secondary access road, which would follow the same course up the Imnaha 
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River to Barton’s ranch and then over the hill, instead of through it by tunnel, 
to the dam site. 

Also under consideration of the Reclamation Bureau is a road in from Baker, 
connecting with that railroad. This would be over Highway 86 to Halfway, and 
from there to the dam site. Since the reservoir would inundate part of the 
existing river bed road beyond Halfway, the new highway would have to be 
routed down Pine Creek and through the hills above the reservoir level to the dam, 

Another route under consideration would run from Council, Idaho, to Cup- 
rum, part way down the Kleinschmidt grade and from there along the reservoir 
level to the dam site. This would permit a beautiful loop highway running 
alongside the Seven Devils Mountains on the Idaho side, across the dam and 
into the Wallowa Mountains area on the Oregon side. The visitors would 
not have to backtrack and pass over the same highway to get into and out 
of the Wallowas. 

Another scenic trip would be possible by following the new highway from 
Baker to the dam and then from the dam northwest to Enterprise. Enterprise 
would become the logical stopping-over place of the many travelers taking the 
trip. One can see how the new tourist influx would boost Enterprise business, 
and trade in Joseph, Baker, Council, and numerous other towns. We can easily 
predict the Wallowa Mountain country becoming a new major playground for 
the Nation, now relatively closed to it. 

To our way of thinking, the combination of the spectacular Wallowa and 
Seven Devils scenery and one of the world’s largest dams would become a toutist 
attraction every bit as great as Grand Coulee Dam or Hoover Dam. Hoover Dam 
and its reservoir draws 2,000,000 people. It seems reasonable to assume that 
a third to a half a million visitors would come to Hells Canyon and with these 
loop highway possibilities that many folks would also take in the Seven Devils 
and Wallowa Mountains and other attractions of the area. It’s a combination 
package that would have few rivals. Many of these tourists would be stop-over 
tourists—not just the passing-through variety. That means dollars to our 
businessmen and communities. 

We have had access to a tourist survey of the State of Washington conducted 
in 1948 by Washington State College, which shows that 490,000 tourists came 
into that State for their vacations. They remained in the State for an average 
of 11.37 days, spending $116 million while there. 

The $116 million that came to Washington in 1948 would not have come 
had it not been for the fact that the State offered tourist attractions. Nearly 
all of these persons had to pass through either Idaho or Oregon, or both, on 
their trip to Washington and they spent sums of out-of-State dollars there. 

What is it that lured these travelers to Washington? We quote the report: 
“The Puget Sound area, Coulee Dam, and Mount Ranier were the most popular 
scenic attractions.” 

One can’t pin any of these attractions down as being the individual magnet 
which attracted so many visitors. One can only say that, combined, they provide 
an attraction that lured tourists to Washington. Hells Canyon Dam would make 
an impressive addition to the over-all tourist lure of the entire Pacific Northwest. 

Hells Canyon would be valuable addition to the over-all set of tourist magnets 
that the Northwest already possesses. Visitors to Hells Canyon Dam who make 
the loop through Enterprise and the Wallowa playground will be that many 
visitors who probably would not otherwise have passed through the town. The 
same applies to Baker, Joseph, Council, and other cities. 

When you get hundreds of thousands of visitors in an area, your businesses 
are bound to thrive. As a result, we feel the States of the Northwest should be 
constantly on the lookout for more and better tourist attractions. We do not 
think you'll find any greater tourist possibilities anywhere in the Nation than 
you'll find in the Hells Canyon Dam and its surrounding country. 

Our communities do not wish this committee to feel that we are provincial and 
selfish in our support of this project. The matter we have just outlined for you 
covers the direct benefits that we feel will be reaped by our section. Our support 
for the development is not limited to the tourist angle. We all feel that the 
building of Hells Canyon will be an economic hypo for the State of Oregon, and 
we would endorse this legislation even though we were to receive no direct benefit. 

We of Wallowa County ask our Congress to add to the past policy of sound 
investments in the region and authorize the completion of the electrical potenti- 
ality of the entire Columbia River system as rapidly as possible. 

We also ask that we, of one of the last frontiers of this country, may benefit by 
seeing Hells Canyon developed soon, that we of the Northwest may better utilize 
our own resources for the benefit of the entire Nation. 
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We are opposed to any project which would utilize the potentiality for any 
single area or private company. The economy, agricultural and industrial of the 
region is unalterably controlled by the Columbia River and its tributaries. The 
electrical output of this great water should be for the use of the entire area. 


Mr. Enauir. Mr. McMullen. 

Mr. McMvuten. Is that a summer tourist or winter tourist play- 
ground ? ie 

Mr. Hetier. Both. We have a wonderful ski possibility there. 

Mr. Bow. Competition for Florida, Mr. McMullen. 

Mr. Uxtieman. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Asher Wilson, Twin Falls, 


Idaho. 
STATEMENT OF ASHER WILSON, OF TWIN FALLS, IDAHO 


Mr. Encux. I observe you are a lawyer and a farmer. 

Mr. Witson. That is right. 

I have spent considerable time doing public work in my State, too. 

Mr. Encue. In all probability, you practice law to support the 
farm, is that the way it works ¢ 

Mr. Witson. It did that in the early thirties, sir. It swung back to 
the other pendulum, now. 

Mr. EnaGix. Now, the farm supports the lawyer ¢ 

Mr. Witson. That is right. 

Mr. Encie. We are glad to hear you, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, at this point I would like to qualify 
the witness as being both a lawyer and a farmer from my district, 
and qualified in both pursuits. 

Mr. Witson. Thank you, sir. That is very sweet of you. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I came to the Twin Falls tract, which is one 
of the first large tracts that was ever developed under the Reclama- 
tion Act. I came there in 1914, and my good friend, Nova Sharp, 
who sits back here, will testify for the adverse side this coming 
week, came ahead of me. 

There developed in that community nearly a million acres of 
land under different projects. The first one seemed to be set up 
in good shape and they had to cut that 20 percent before they got 
through. 

The others, the north side, the Goose Creek, the Salmon Creek, 
were put on later, all of which were failures so far as financing was 
concerned, and development of water, and I speak advisedly because 
I come in time to get my fingers nipped on the salmon, and I worked 
for years helping to try to bring that out, but there was a dissension 
like there is now in connection with the development of the electricity 
in our State. 

Many men lost in those projects. The promoters lost finally: the 
bondholders, I daresay, if they figured the interest, never got a 
penny back; 4 millions in one tract, 5 millions on another, and 5 mil- 
lions on another, like that, then there came the Government Reclama- 
tion project down to Birley. No one lost on bonds on that. That 
wasn't short for the water. 

Then came the development of the Great American Falls. It was 
my privilege to run many of the errands in my county and under my 
canal company to get our people to vote to help construct the great 
American Falls Dam, which was the lifeblood of Idaho and I don’t 
mean only in my community; I mean in the upper Snake River, be- 
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cause we exchange and others exchange the rights, in the Jackson 
Hole dam for those above us who have some water and we take the 
water below. 

In other words, it is a trade, like one neighbor helping another 
in farming, and so we have a very good water right on that 1,700,000 
acres, 

Now, we used to dream of the development of the 350,000 acres on 
the Bruno below us; that water is now filled, and harnessed to power, 
so very little may ever be used in irrigation development. 

The soil over there is equally good as ours and I have oftentimes 
said, now what we should have is two sets of improvements so that 
when our soil is depleted we may go down on the other end and farm 
there for a hundred years, and then come back again. 

We have used the fertility from the soil in the time I have lived 
there. It takes now phosphate; not only that, we have got to put into 
that ground fiber which we haven’t done and which we can’t do to as 

reat an extent as we should to keep the soil loose so that the water will 
10ld in subsoil, so now we have to get great big things that they call 
subsoilers and dig into that soil so it will stay loose for 4 or 5 years. 

Now, the oncoming of the fertilizer—and we are in that and don’t 
dare to stop—the use of that fertilizer requires us to use more water 
and on the Twin Falls tract, we have more water and we have heard 
the old timers there and those who have charge of our canal company 
say the neighbors are going to take our water because they claim we 
are using too much and using more water than were decreed to us and 
we have to wake up and ask for a revaluation of the decree to show 
the duty present of water. 

We haven’t done it. We can’t use the water that is filed to power, 
whether public or private. 

And now the development of electricity. When I came there was 
just a little power plant at Shoshone Falls, called the great Shoshone, 
and Twin Falls. f think it was the year afterward, in came another 
one they called the Beaver Dam Co., and then from that was formed 
the company that you have today, the Idaho Power Co., and it 
was a cheap development, natural places to develop. They have 
grown to be a power. 

However, I am in favor of doing like Canada does: If the power 
companies are not ready to build the power plants as we need it, and 
in the same manner that our authorities feel it should be built, then I 
feel that the Government should construct, and I am for the high dam 
at Hells Canyon and I am for putting it in, irrespective of the extra 
money that it may cost to construct; even though it costs $3 billion, 
as you say. 

yet out your bonds and say to the farmers that it is for you and they 
will dig up the money for the bonds. We are not going to live forever 
and we can’t live without the phosphate on the ground at a cheap rate. 

Now, it has been discussed here today about the cheap rate we 
will get out of the phosphate. We need a cheaper rate and if we do 
we can afford to buy your bonds and even forgive interest. During 
the depression we had the Government give us a little subsidy on 
beans, when beans got down to $1 and wheat down to 27 cents. 

I came down here on my own to attempt to raise the price of beans 
and wheat to where we would get our cost of producing the product. 
Do you think I could get it? No, everybody was tight. “Hell, we 
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can’t give you money for nothing.” Farming is the lifeblood of the 
Nation, and when you don’t raise food you are going to starve millions 
in the cities and if it wasn’t for the irrigation and foresightedness of 
those who created that reclamation act in the nineties, we would be 
suffering today, and our population is growing, and for God's sake, 
give us the opportunity to get the things we need now. 

I am not going to live forever. My son isn’t going to live for- 
ever. My grandchildren will be around in rags if we do not make 
proper provision. Let’s do the job, gentlemen, and we will help to 
raise the money. 

May I say this? I wanted to go further than this, but I think you 
are tired of me and want to get me out of here, and I don’t blame you 
much, but may I file my written brief? 

Mr. Eneie. You may file your brief without objection, which will 
appear at the conclusion of your extemporaneous remarks. 

Mr. Witson. Just one more thing. I am not fearful concerning 
this bill. I heard you inquire of some people today. I am not fearful 
concerning this bill, nor fearful concerning the United States Govern- 
ment taking my water rights away from me because they want power 
down the stream. 

Out in my country, there has been circulated a bunch of talk about 
this Falbrook case down in California, and they were telling that they 
were taking water rights away from people without paying them for 
it even. 

Well, I got hold of a copy of that case, and I copied it. T have read 
it over thoroughly. They are following the California law. They 
are not attempting in that case to grab anybody’s property. 

Mr. Poutson. You don’t want to start an argument; do you? 

Mr. Witson. Well, I would like to with you on the side sometime. 

Thank you. I am very sorry. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Just a minute. 

Mr. Enexe. I think Mr. Wilson, that there may be a couple of ques- 
tions they want to ask. 

Mr. Witson. I will be happy to answer anything I can. 

Mr. Eneir. May I suggest we stay out of the Falbrook case. It 
hasn't any relevancy as far as I know. 

Mr. Bow. Apparently it is in his statement. 

Mr. Wiutson. That is what they said about Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Eneie. If we start to try the Falbrook case, we will be here 
for another week. 

Mr. Bow. Might we follow the procedure adopted this morning, of 
these witnesses completing their statement and then have cross-exam- 
ination ? 

Mr. Encue. Heretofore, a few questions have been asked and it 
hasn’t taken very long. I assume you are keeping track of the time, 
Mrs. Arnold ¢ 

Mrs. Arnoup. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Eneie. How much time has been used now on their examina- 
tion ? 

Mrs. Arnotp. One hour and thirty-eight minutes, as of noon today. 

Mr. Ener. I want it for this afternoon, Mrs. Arnold. 

They had an hour to complete their direct testimony. 


21139—52—-ser. 20——-19 
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Mrs. Arnotp. Forty minutes of direct time. 

Mr. Eneie. How many more witnesses do you have? 

Mr. Utiman. I have just two, sir. 

Mr. Eneie. We are going to be all right then as far as time is con- 
cerned. 

Did you want to ask a question ? : 

Mr. Bow. When we get into the questioning of these other witnesses. 

Mr. Encte. If it is not going to take too long, ask the questions now. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. D’Ewart had a question. 

Mr. Enotes. Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I took home last night the statement of Mr. Clinton, 
assistant regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation. Mr. Clin- 
ton’s statement was left in my office yesterday afternoon. I dug out 
two or three figures in it which I think you should know about because 
you seem to understand irrigation. 

We have had storekeepers and automobile merchants and all kinds 
of people who don’t understand much about irrigation. According 
to this statement, the annual flow of the river in acre-feet at this power 
site will be 12 million acre-feet. 

Mr. Witson. How much is that in cubic feet? 

Mr. D’Ewart. Here is our engineer right here. 

Mr. Wuson. 'They are quoted in many different ways. 

Mr. D’Ewart. This isn’t my figure. I took it out of the regional 
director’s statement. I think if anything it is liberal. 

Mr. Enctx. How much was it? 

Mr. D’Ewart. 12 million acre-feet. 

Mr. Encue. Per year? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Annual flow, per annum. Available storage in this 
reservoir is placed, and I say available storage, 3,888,000 feet. The 
volume is quite a bit less than that. That makes a total of water that 
would be available, the stream flow plus available storage, of 15,888 
acre-feet. Now, the generator will use 12 million acre-feet, critical 
short year; potential irrigated acreage is 3 million acres and multiply 
that by the depletion that this report states for 214 feet per year, you 
get a total of 6,750,000 acre-feet. 

You take that and compare it with the available water and you are 
short 2,862,000 acre-feet of water in the Snake River. This is taken 
from the figures submitted to me last night by F. M. Clinton. 

Mr. Witson. Is that constant flow? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is average flow, way above the dry years. 

Mr. Wuson. You catch the flood runoffs. <A lot of that water goes 
in the spring, and zip, it is gone. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. One year according to this chart in 1931 it got as low 
as 7 million acre-feet. 

Mr. Witson. We take all the water out at Milner Dam. By the 
time it gets 60 miles further down stream there is more water in the 
river again than we are taking out at the peak of the season. 

Mr. D’Ewart. In your Oxbow, Hells Canyon Dam. I think it 
would be disturbing to you. It is taken out of the regional director’s 
statement filed in my office yesterday; there is a shortage of this 
project, if built, of 2,862,000 acre-feet that somebody has got to give 
up and it will be the irrigators upstream. 

Mr. Wi:son. They can’t take it away from us. They can’t do it 
under the Constitution. 
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Mr. D’Ewarrt. Doesn’t that disturb you any? 

Mr. Wuson. No. I am not disturbed by those figures. I don’t 
know who made them nor what they are about. But I know very 
well they can’t take my water away from me nor my neighbors. There 
has been much talk that it costs so much for individuals to fight the 
Government. Approximately 98 percent of the water users — 
Snake River are organized into canal companies and districts, anc 
we have attorneys hired, we have boards of directors, and anytime 
anybody bothers a water right or looks like it, we begin to take after 
it and defend it. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Let me tell you it disturbs members of this committee 
if we have to appropriate taxpayers’ money for a project if there 
isn’t available water to service all the needs of that project or if it 
is going to take water away from existing areas. 

That would disturb us very materially. We are giving you a chance 
to give your case and you are not taking advantage of it. 

Mr. Wirson. I have been worried about a lot of things. I am not 
worried about that. Drainage costs us a pile of money. We sur- 
mounted that one. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. It worries the members of this committee who have 
to vote the taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. Witson. We pay the money. I have been paying income taxes 
all my life, since 1915. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. Wilson, would you favor this bill if it did adversely 
affect the water rights of the irrigators? ‘ 

Mr. Wrison. No, but it will not and my legal knowledge and my 
checking concerning our constitution convinces me. 

Mr. Bow. Let me ask you one further question. Would you favor 
this bill if there was not enough water in the river to operate the 
dam or the hydraulic plant ? 

Mr. Witson. There will not be enough natural flow but certainly 
there is enough water that flows down there to fill that dam at least 
by the forepart of the summer, from the dam. You see, there is 
natural springs and underground water coming into the river down 
stream. 

Mr. Bow. You didn’t answer my question. Would you favor the 
project if the evidence showed there was not sufficient water to take 
care of the irrigators and the hydroelectric power ? 

Mr. Wixson. I would have to study the report before 1 would say 
so, because I don’t believe such a report could be made. 

Mr. Bow. If the evidence should show that would you favor this 
ill? 

Mr. Witson. I would have to examine the evidence to see how they 
created the evidence. 

Because knowing the river like I know it 

Mr. Bow. Let’s assume that the evidence did show it. Would you 
then favor this bill? 

You can answer that “Yes” or “No.” 

Mr. Wurson. Well, I tell you I would have to examine the evi- 
dence, 

Mr. Bow. Let’s assume as a hypothetical question that you have 
examined the evidence, and you have found from the evidence that 
there is not sufficient water for the hydroelectric plant and the 
irrigators, 
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Mr. Witson. I have no such case. 

Mr. Bow. I am asking a hypothetical question. 

Mr. Witson. I have not the evidence. You put the evidence in 
my mind, 

Mr. Bow. I understand you are a good lawyer. 

Mr. Wirson. I am not much of a lawyer, or much of a farmer. 

Mr. Bow. You have asked many witnesses hypothetical questions 
and tried to get an answer from them ¢ 

Mr. Wuitson. A lot of times I failed, too. 

Mr. Encuie. Let’s have order. Let’s get order restored here. 

Our court reporter is trying to take down these words of wisdom. 

Mr. Witson. He has the words of wisdom and I am careful not to 
put myself in a hole. 

Mr. Bow. You are trying to avoid a question which I think is very 
important to this committee. 

Mr. Witson. If the water isn’t there, that is one thing, but there 
is enough water there from what I know about the river that would 
fill it unless you would find some place back at the time when Lewis 
and Clark came when the river was so low that it had to skid the skiff 
over there at Milner Dam. 

Mr. Bow. Then I take it Mr. Wilson, you don’t want to answer 
my question ? 

Mr. Witson. I can’t answer your question. 

Mr. Bow. You can answer the hypothetical question. 

Mr. Witson. No, I can’t do that, because I would be answering 
something that I couldn’t believe was true. 

Mr. Eneur. Mr. Budge, did you want to ask a question ? 

Mr. Buper. I don’t believe so. 

Mr. Wirson. Pardon me, I will answer my own Congressman. 

Mr. Eneir. Thank you very much, Mr. Wilson. We have been 
entertained and informed by your testimony. 

Mr. Bow. I would say entertained, but I don’t think informed. 

Mr. Witson. May I be excused to visit an old friend I haven't 
seen for a long time. 

Mr. Encie. You are excused. 

We are happy to have you here. I observe on the back of your 
statement there is a long memorandum with reference to Falbrook. 

Mr. Witson. That is right. I copied that thing in full as it comes 
out in the West Publishing Co. 

Mr. Enexe. It has no particular relationship to this matter, and 
without objection, it can be deleted without injury, I think, to the 
statement, and so as not to have the two—— 

Mr. Witson, Surely a document of the court isn’t injurious, is it ? 

Mr. Bow. I object to its deletion. I think perhaps it will serve 
sone purpose. 

Mr. Witson. Surely an instrument of the court wouldn't harm any- 
one. 

Mr. Buper. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

Mr. Poutson. It happens to be that I would like to say publicly 
that the man who ruled on that is Judge Yankwich and one in whom 
a great many of us have very little faith as to his philosophy all 
the way through. 

Mr. Witson. No; but you do have faith—— 
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Mr. Poutson. I don’t even have faith—he has been overruled more 
than any other Federal judge in the Nation. 

Mr. Reppen. A point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

I think the integrity or ability of a judge ought not to be attacked 
in his absence. 

Mr. Pourson. Well, I attacked him personally right along just 
the same as he does me, so we are even. 

Mr. Reppen. A point of order. 

Mr. Povtson. I object to it going in here as documentary evidence. 

object to it. 

Mr. Enoie. Now, the Chair asks unanimous consent to take it -out. 

There was an objection. 

Mr. Poutson. I move it go out. 

Mr. Eneotr. There is objection to it going in. 

Mr. Bow. I withdraw my objection, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Encore. Without objection, the objection is withdrawn. 

Exhibit A to Mr. Wilson’s statement will be deleted, will be made 
a part of the file, and not part of the record. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

(The prepared statement is as follows :) 


To the Honorable Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation: 


I, RECLAMATION ACT PASSED BY CONGRESS AUGUST 18, 1894. 


It granted to certain States 1,000,000 acres of unappropriated lands; desert 
in character, bound United States to patent lands to States on proof of ample 
supply of water actually furnished in a substantial ditch to reclaim particular 
tract or tracts of land to settlement or cultivation. Lands were selected in Idaho 
for the Twin Falls tract in 1901. 


Il. WATERS OF SNAKE RIVER FILED ON BY I. B. PERRINE JUNE 25, 1900. 


Mr. Perrine filed for the diversion of 3,000 cubie feet of water at the point 
which is known as Milner Dam. Later filings were made for approximately 
8,000 cubie feet for the Twin Falls north side or Jerome tract and for the Milner 
low lift or Moorman tract. These filings consume all of the water in the Snake 
River at this point during the peak of the season in early July of each year. 
Yet, the phenomenon of the recurring of the water in the Snake River at Hager- 
man approximately 60 miles west of Milner Dam is greater in volume than the 
natural flow taken out at the Milner Dam on such date. 


III. METHOD OF DEVELOPING TWIN FALLS TRACT. 


Mr. Perrine found promoters Peter Kimberly, Walter Filer, and Staniey 
Milner. These promoters found a man named Frank Buhl of Sharon, P’s., who 
had made a fortune in the industries of his community and was desirous of 
making a profitable investment. 

This group was as much interested in making a development under the Rec- 
lamation Act as in making a profit. Hence, the great Twin Falls irrigation 
tract which was sold at the low price to the original farmer-investors, and 
while the tract was set to contain 240,000 acres, the new settlers through their 
organized Twin Falls Canal Co., were able to convince investor Buhl and the 
promoters that no more than 203,000 acres should ever be sold unless sufficient 
water could later be developed for the proper irrigation of further land under 
this system. 

There followed further development of irrigated land in the community. This 
development was created by promoters wha either were uniniormed or were 
hungry for large profits. The Twin Falls north side tract which came out of 
Snake River: the Goose Creek project on Goose Creek watering land around 
Oakley in Cassia County; and the Twin Falls Salmon River tract deriving its 
water from the Salmon Creek in the southern part of Twin Falls County, each 
of the foregoing came under this kind of development. 
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To finance the Salmon tract, bonds were sold. The promoters attempted to 
sell 180,000 acres of water on the Salmon tract, but in 1918 this was reduced to 
35,000 acres, which meant a tremendous loss to a great many of those who 
had made filings. Even then, there was not sufficient water to irrigate the 
35,000 which then remained and which were finally patented. The Twin Falls 
Salmon River Co. on February 6, 1908, agreed to impound 180,000 acre-feet of 
water in addition to the normal flow, to furnish 24 acre-feet for lands irrigated, 
and to construct a canal system to deliver one one-hundredth of a second- 
foot per acre. June 1, 1908, bonds for $4,000,000 were issued. On January 25, 
1913, the Idaho State engineer issued the certificate of completion of the works. 

The Goose Creek project had similar difficulties as did the Twin Falls north 
side tract. This did not only mean waste of time and money to those who filed 
on land, but it brought heavy losses to the bondholders, who over the past more 
than 40 years have received very little recompense for their millions of dollars 
invested in bonds for the development of these tracts. 

Similar trouble resulted in what is known as the Gooding tract which lies in 
the counties of Gooding and Lincoln. The King Hill and Mountain Home proj- 
etcs met with similar fates. Whereas, the reclamation project known as the 
Minidoka project and lying in the counties of Minidoka and Cassia, met with 
greater success under Government supervision and financing. They even have 
considerable development of power which is delivered to the farmer’s home at 
a cheap rate. 

Constant watch and correction of seepage conditions for more than 40 years 
on the Twin Falls tract has kept this section from becoming water-logged and 
white with alkali as did occur in Colorado, Utah, and other States in the early 
years of reclamation. This was all accomplished through community effort and 
community financing. Even at that, in the past there was much dissension by 
the dissenters who lived on the tract, because the community was helping its 
neighbors keep their land from being water-logged and alkali rising there. 

Depletion of soil—The constant flow of water on our land for many years 
has drained the fertility from it. Now fiber and phosphate must accompany the 
planting of all of our crops. This condition has increased the amount of water 
needed per acre to irrigate our lands. The same amount of water that was 
used when the soil was virgin will not produce a crop today without the phos- 
phate. With the phosphate, there must be more water available to keep the 
ground in condition for the growth of the crops. 

Provisions for further water.—In the early days of its existence, the Twin 
Falls Canal Co. purchased some water rights in the Jackson Dam which is 
located near the source of the Snake River. In the early 1920’s, it joined with 
other canal companies and irrigation districts in the upper Snake River Valley 
to get the Government, through the Reclamation Bureau, to build the great 
American Falls Ram. At that time, Mr. R. BE. Shepherd, who was representing 
the bondholders of the Twin Falls north side tract, took an active part in getting 
the settlers of this north side tract and other tracts to pledge money for the pur- 
chase of the water and for the construction of the American Falls Dam. Your 
narrator joined in this effort and ran the minor errands throughout the Twin 
Falls Canal Co. tract coaxing other stockholders to vote for water rights in the 
American Falls Dam. This was a vast undertaking to secure the approval of 
the various canal companies and irrigation districts. Mr. Shepherd was re- 
warded by being put on the board of directors in the new American Falls irriga- 
tion district. He became the chairman of that body and signed the contract 
between the United States Government, the American Falls Reservoir district, 
and the Idaho Power Co. The Idaho Power Co. had certain rights on filings for 
power, as well as a power plant located at the site of the dam. In the negotia- 
tions the Idaho Power Co. was paid approximately $1 million for the release 
of some part of their power rights or filings, and they retained some power 
development just below the dam. 

Power development.—Many power plants have been developed throughout the 
course of the Snake River in southern and eastern Idaho. In the early days the 
power plant which supplied the town of Twin Falls and vicinity was known as 
the Great Shoshone and Twin Falls Water Power Co. Competition arose a few 
years later. This rivalry brought forth an amalgamation which created the 
Idaho Power Co. Because of many available sites that were susceptible to 
cheap development, the Idaho Power Co. has become a large and powerful con- 
cern in the State of Idaho. 

The power development in recent years has heen such as to make probable the 
ultimate use of the water for power purposes, from the American Falls to the 
west boundary of Idaho during the months of the peak power load. Thus, the 
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waters are tied to power. Hence, any further development of irrigation to be 
used during the growing season may not be continuously available for irrigation 
purposes from the Snake River. 


1V. Hetits CANYON PROJECT 


The development of Hells Canyon Project which is so far down the Snake 
River that the waters when they have reached the Hells Canyon point, cannot 
be diverted to be used for irrigation purposes in southern Idaho even though 
they were not appropriated by any other interest. 

No one needs be concerned whether so-called private industry, which in the 
power industry is in reality a monopoly, or the United States Government con- 
struct the Hells Canyon structure. The question is time and need as well as 
the ability to construct. Canada, when development is needed, proceeds with 
such development, unless some private body in that nation realizes the need 
and can properly construct the facilities at the time and when it is needed. 

Protection of Idaho citizens.—In the event that there are those who are skepti- 
cal of the rulings of the Secretary of the Interior of the United States or any 
other agency designated by Congress to manage the affairs in the construction 
and operation of Hell’s Canyon or any other dam or works, then the only clause 
to be added to such bill is that any interested person who is aggrieved at such 
ruling may appeal to the Federal Court for redress. The courts will make the 
secretary or other agency adhere to the laws of the state in which the litigation 
arises. This, I believe, you will find specifically set forth in United States 
Supplement 101, in the case of the United States v. Fallbrook Public Utility 
District, recently on hearing in the State or California, reference to which has 
been recently made in newspaper articles without giving full information con- 
cerning the subject being litigated. (See exhibit A). 

Protection of existing water rights—Much talk, newspaper and magazine 
comment is being had concerning individual farmers not being financially, or 
otherwise, able to protect their water rights. I cannot believe that those making 
that contention do not realize that approximately 98 percent of all water rights 
along the Snake River are managed, operated and protected legally and otherwise 
against all comers, be it the Government, private interests, or diverse irrigation 
interests. This is done through their canal companies or irrigation districts, all 
of which are well financed. They bow only when the State of Idaho sets up 
laws and grants the use of the water for developing uses other than agriculture. 

Electricity use——Recently I was told by an Idaho Power official that either 
WesVaco or Monsato Chemical Co. will soon use in their additional units as 
much or more electricity than one of the larger of the new Idaho Power Co. 
plants will produce. With the potential development of the phosphate beds of 
Idaho, unlimited amounts of power will be continuously necessary within the 
State of Idaho. We need have no more fear of our Government transferring 
electrical energy out of the State of Idaho when needed for the development of 
Idaho’s resources than we need fear a monopoly manufacturing electrical energy 
in Idaho, transmitting it to some sister state. 

Development of new industries in Idaho.—Idaho’s production of raw minerals, 
raw timber, raw farm crops, and livestock requires a system of development 
that will refine many of the products in Idaho. All of these products are much 
in excess of the needs of the Idaho people. This in itself would bring a larger 
population to the state. Also, we need employment for laborers for the remain- 
ing part of the year after they have completed their work in the agricultural 
districts. The latter requires their labor only about 7% months per year. 
Industries should be established for such purposes. 

The fact that our agriculture and other products created in Idaho move to prac- 
tically every State in the Union, we must not be unmindful of the fact that we 
should be neighborly and cooperative concerning products that we are not in 
position to utilize. Anything that will help a sister State to grow opens further 
markets for Idaho products. 


V. TRANSPORTATION 


Twins Falls County with its rich agricultural production from a transportation 
standpoint has been penalized since its inception. Its rates are generally higher 
than mainline railroad rates. Approximately 25 vears ago, the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission at a hearing held at Twin Falls, refused the plea of the 
citizens for a mainline freight rate. However, some commodities in recent years 
have been treated as mainline commodities by the railway serving us. The 


. 
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ultimate goal of transportation for the Twin Falls district and others along the 
Snake River is the operation of a system of barges with locks and lifts made 
available for the transportation of the commodities to the west seaport at water 
rates, 


VI. WHAT IS SUBSIDY? 


Attached hereto is exhibit B, which is a statement issued by Mr. Roach, presi- 
dent of the Idaho Power Co., concerning a statement made by a Hells Canyon 
enthusiast. In analyzing the statement, I wonder if the gentlemen are not 
quibbling over the meaning of words. Mr. Roach’s statement indicates that they 
have been privileged to charge off one-half the cost of the C. J. Strike power plant 
from their income tax during the 5 years following. I, like other citizens, would 
be interested in knowing whether or not the government agency which authorized 
the reduction of these sums during the 5 years has authority to and will reduce 
the value of said plant for rate-making purposes to the public at the end of the 
5 years. 

A recent statement by an Idaho‘ Power Co. official concerning the large amount 
of taxes it will pay in event it is permitted to build the series of low dams in 
Heils Canyon should be checked and properly analyzed to ascertain whether or 
not the utility commission for rate-making purposes permits the power company 
to enter the item of taxes in the cost of producing electricity; and, if so, it 
negatives its taxpaying theory. In such case, it would make no difference to an 
Idaho citizen whether he pays the tax on the electricity or on some other piece 
of property he owns; thus making no relative difference whether the private 
power company or the Government owns the power plants so far as taxation is 
concerned, The only concern of the taxpayer is who can produce electrical energy 
the cheapest. 

Recently a State official told me, while in Boise, that the filing for the C. J. 
Strike power plant was: “In the Governor’s hands; and that it was not available 
for examination; that it contained a provision for reserving 1,000 cubic feet of 
water at that point for irrigation when needed.” I understood that the filing 
was for 16,000 cubie feet. The question is: Would the 1,000 cubic feet be avail- 
able from top or bottom flow of water; also I was told that this amount of water 
was for supplemental water for existing irrigation tracts or for new irrigation ; 
and, that it would irrigate approximately 50,000 acres. This would be providing 
there was that much water available during an irrigation season. 

How may the Idaho Power Co. build power works for a dam or dams in Hells 
Canyon in the face of Oregon's law relative to reversion of power plants to the 
State of Oregon after a period of time following construction ? 

Your narrator, Asher B. Wilson of Twin Falls, Idaho, settled on the Twin 
Falls tract in the spring of 1914. He purchased his first tract in 1915. During 
the succeeding years, he accumulated and developed over 700 acres of land on the 
Twin Falls tract. He is interested in livestock as well as in general farming. At 
this hearing he is representing himself and any others who may be affected by 
such development, 

Asner B. WILSON. 

Marcn 28, 1952. 

Mr. Eneve. Mr. Ullman, do you have another witness ? 

Mr. Untieman. Mr. Richard Schaefer, of Lewiston, Idaho. 

Mr. Enatr. Mr. Schaefer, of Lewiston, I understand you are a 
lumberman and farmer in Lewiston, Idaho. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD SCHAEFER, OF LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Scuarrer. That is right. 

Mr. Enexr. Does your lumber support the farm, or the farm sup- 
port the lumber? 

Mr. Scuarrer. It is one way and then the other. Now the lumber 
yard is ahead. 

Mr. Eneie. We will be glad te hear you. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Scuarrer. Mr. Chairman and ladies and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I have a prepared statement of the Lewis-Clark Local of the 
Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association which I would like to sub- 
mit for the record. 
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(The statement is as follows :) 


The economy of north Idaho is very largely the same as that of Washington 
and Oregon before World War II. This economy is based almost entirely on 
lumbering, mining and agriculture, with the largest payroll being provided by 
the lumber industry. A very small part of the product of the forest in this 
region is processed within the State, most of it being shipped out in the form 
of rough lumber. Because of the lack of manufacturing plants to process these 
forest products into finished products, labor of the district is subject to re- 
curring unemployment on a seasonal basis. 

The forests of north Idaho are being depleted much faster than the growth 
of new ones. The inevitable result of this condition is plain. It means that 
one of the basic industries of the area is fast approaching the point where com- 
pulsory curtailment will be mandatory with the consequent loss to labor, busi- 
ness, transportation, and every segment of the population of the area. 

North Idaho is one of the most important producers of base metals, such as 
lead and zine, in the United States. Many of the large producers of the past 
have been worked out and abandoned and while some new producers have been 
brought in, they do not offset the less of those which have been exhausted. The 
economy of the region has been almost entirely based upon the production of 
raw materials, practically none of which are being manufactured into finished 
products within the State. Agriculture, the third great industry of the region, 
has now hecome largely a mechanized industry, employing but a fraction of 
the labor that was used 25 or 30 years ago. Small family farms have all but 
disappeared from the area. Farming operations are now carried on by large 
operators, farming thousands of acres with a very small labor force. The 
result of these practices is shown by a marked decrease in population in those 
areas where the economy is based almost entirely upon agriculture. 

The population growth in Idaho between 1940 and 1950 was 214 percent 
below the national average or 12% percent. The population growth in Wash- 
ington during the same period was 37 percent and that in Oregon was 30.6 
percent. In north Idaho cheap electric power has not been available while in 
Oregon and Washington 2- and 3-mill power has been distributed by Bonneville 
Power Administration, and since the natural resources of the two areas are 
almost identical it would seem that the difference in growth must be atttributed 
to cheap power. 

While north Idaho has been limited to the production of raw materials, a 
light-metals industry has grown up in the neighboring States. The aluminum 
industry alone accounted for 6 percent of the manufacturing in Oregon and 
Washington doing an annual business of S300 million in the two States. More 
than 200 plants large and small are now engaged in the fabrication of aluminum 
products within these States. 

More than 600 manufacturers of 2,000 different items using aluminum pro- 
duced in Oregon and Washington are scattered throughout the Nation. These 
plants employ one-third of a million men. Light-metal production in these States 
is contributing to the economy, not only of this area but to the whole Nation. 

The construction of Hells Canyon Dam with its huge power output and 
downstream benefits is a necessity if the production of these essential metals is 
to be expanded. This project will make possible industrialization of Idaho 
and enable it to become an economic asset to the Nation as well as providing 
additional payrolls, expansion of business, and provide opportunities for the 
youth of the State. 

The people of Lewiston, Idaho, which is situated at the confluence of the 
Snake and Clearwater Rivers, are much interested in the flood-control benefits 
of the high dam at Hells Canyon. Periodically, high water in the Snake and 
Clearwater comes at the same time. When this condition occurs the waters of the 
Cleirwater are prevented from entering the Snake in a normal manner and are 
backed up creating a flood condition. 

In the early 1930's such a condition existed and that part of the city lying 
on the north side of the river was inundated. Water covered it to the depth of 
5 feet. Property damage in this flood ran into the hundreds of thousands of 
dollars. 

Again in 1948 serious damage was experienced by many business houses in 
the city, 

While water did not get out of the banks of the river, it backed up through 
the sewer system, flooding basements in the business section with losses to 
merchants of over $100,000. It is felt by our people that the high dam, which 
Will impound the waters of the Snake River, will permit the normal flow in the 
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Clearwater and largely prevent flood conditions. Hells Canyon, being one of 
the five major storage dams proposed for the Northwest, has an enormous flood- 
control potential to the down-river cities, such as Portland, Oreg. The 1948 
flood, which did more than $100,000,000 property damage on the lower Columbia 
cannot be fully controlled without the storage at Hells Canyon. 

Navigation on the Snake and Columbia Rivers from Portland, Oreg., to Lewis- 
ton, Idaho is of great importance to agriculture and business in the North 
Central Idaho region. Barge navigation will mean many millions of dollars 
saved in frieght rates to the farmers of this area. It is estimated that as 
much as 4 cents per bushel can be saved on the shipment of wheat from Lewis- 
ton to Portland. Savings on the freight of fuel oil and gasoline to residents 
of this whole area will be substantial. 

During January of 1951, 239 boats and barges went through the locks at 
McNary Dam. During that month, upstream traffic amounted to 35,532 tons, 
mostly petroleum products. Two thousand tons of wheat and 1,507 tons of 
miscellaneous products were shipped downstream. Beyond doubt, when the 
river is fully developed to Lewiston, these figures will be substantially in- 
creased. Hells Canyon storage of water will play an important part in river 
navigation.The almost four million acre feet of water which can be stored 
behind the dam can be released during low water periods to increase the chan- 
nel depth so that sufficient depth can be maintained to insure barge navigation 
throughout the year. Without Hells Canyon water flows may become so low 
during dry years that navigation may be impaired during several months of 
the vear. 

The strength of a nation is measured not only in its manpower but also by 
its industrial potential together with food production. It has been said that 
the aluminum production in the Northwest made possible the enormous ex- 
pansion of our Air Forces during World War II, and shortened that conflict 
by a full year. Since World War II many other military uses of aluminum 
have come into being. Aluminum is now being used in the construction of 
PT boats, destroyers, rockets, landing strip mats, shelters, waterproof packing, 
mobile bridges, ammunition cases, and a long list of other items. 

While aluminum production in the Nation and the northwest has been sub- 
stantially increased, the Nation is now in short supply of this vital metal. 
Aluminum can only be produced from the ores to metal by the electrolytic 
process. Magnesium and titanium are other metals vital to the defense of 
our country. These also require vast amounts of electric energy in their 
production. 

Titanium is found in large quantities within the State of Idaho but power 
must be provided for its production. It is estimated that 2 million kilowatts 
will be required for this metal alone by 1959 and undoubtedly should a shooting 
war develop, this figure would have to be substantially increased very rapidly. 
One million killowatts of this needs to be produced in the Pacific Northwest. 
If such an allocation is made to this area, Hells Canyon is a must. Hells 
Canyon, through its vast storage facilities will increase the power production 
at the downstream dams now authorized by an amount greater than the entire 
output of McNary Dam. This is in addition to the power produced at the dam 
site. 

Food production is also vital to the defense effort. Phosphate fertilizer, 
which is in short supply, is a necessity to the farmers of the nation if food 
production is to be maintained and increased. Idaho contains 45 percent of the 
available phosphate rock in the United States. These vast deposits can only be 
developed by cheap power which will be made available by Hells Canyon. The 
sulfuric acid process—if one can get critically short sulfur or acid, uses high- 
grade ore only, wasting 90 percent of the ores. 

It becomes apparent that the strength of the Nation in war time can be 
lergely estimated by its production of power. Electric energy can be most 
economically produced by water power, which is the only natural resource 
which is not depleted by use. When a barrel of oil or a ton of coal is consumed, 
our strength in resources is depleted by that much, and the Nation becomes 
that much poorer and weaker by such depletion. Water power, on the other 
hand, may be used over and over again, as the water impounded by Hells Canyon 
will be used many times as it goes through the generators at downstream 
plants. The cost of production of electric energy by water power is only a frac- 
tion of any other power production. The savings to the Federal Government 
in its purchases of defense materials requiring large amounts of electricity will 
make a substantial contribution to the cost of building Hells Canyon. 
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The president of the Idaho Power Co., and at least one of its engineers have 
addressed public and private meetings in north Idaho, an area which it does 
not serve, trying to convince the people that Hells Canyon should be scrapped 
in favor of its proposal to build low dams in the Snake River, all because 
Idaho Power Co. pays taxes and Hells Canyon would not. We feel this argument 
has no validity in fact, and is being advanced for the sole purpose of confusing 
the people of the area so that the Idaho Power Co. can maintain its monopoly 
and thus control the economic development and political thinking of the State. 

It is a well-known fact that all business, large or small, figures its tax load 
in its overhead. These taxes are included in the price of the product sold. The 
company maintains it is a taxpayer, and, in the next breath that it must have 
higher rates because its taxes are higher. This proves that its tax load is 
passed on to its patrons. Tax increases must be obtained through higher rates, 
or through broadening the tax base through the new industry, new homes, and 
new business. 

Corporations such as Idaho Power, which through its monopoly, is able, and 
does charge rates so excessive that it discourages new industry and new business, 
and thus restricts the tax base, is an almost impossible hurdle in the effort to 
produce enough taxes to finance the necessary public services. 

In Spokane County, Wash., three light metal plants paid 9 percent of the local 
property taxes, which allowed the county to raise 60 percent more revenue while 
reducing its rates by more than 8 percent. High rates charged by the monopoly 
power companies have prevented such plants being located in Idaho and have 
thus deprived the counties and the State of immense amounts of tax revenues. 

The Federal Government, as well as local taxing units, have a direct stake in 
new industries and broadening the tax base. The light metal and chemical in- 
dustries located in the Northwest, because of cheap Bonneville power, have paid 
an estimated $73,000, in Federal income and excess profits taxes, while the em- 
ployees have paid an estimated $13 million in the period 1940 to 1951. 

The amount of taxes paid by increased income to industries and individuals 
indirectly connected with the light metals and chemical industries is almost im- 
possible to estimate, but will probably be in excess of those paid by business and 
individuals directly affected. Such facts are well known by the private power 
companies, but are kept from the public in order to perpetuate their monopoly. 

This “dog in the manger” attitude of the Idaho Power Co. is not a fight for 
free enterprise. There is nothing free and often little enterprise in a corpora- 
tion given monopoly franchises for distribution of power. The only enterprise 
is to exploit the public to the extent of their political power. Free enterprise 
really arises with private business and industry which use electric energy. This 
is especially true if these rates are lower than in competing industrial areas. 
For low electric costs and low rates to users, you cannot beat Hells Canyon. 

H. Howe, 
President Lewis-Clark Local, Lewiston, Idaho. 
RicHarD M. SCHAEFER, Jr., 
Member (corroborating). 


Mr. Scuarrer. I will make mine short. If I may read it, it will 
make it possible to get over in a hurry, and not miss any points. 

I am Richard M. Schaefer; a small-business man and farmer from 
Lewiston, Idaho. I represent the local farmers union and the local 
Grange, which is one of the largest subordinate Granges in Idaho. I 
bring resolutions from these organizations favoring the high dam at 
Hells Canyon. I also bring a favoring resolution from the Demo- 
cratic Party in our county. 

I believe that I speak for 90 percent of the 30,000 or more people 
in the Clearwater River Basin of Idaho. They are for Hells Canyon 
high dam, crossing party lines. 

This test of sentiment has only been taken in the last 90 days since 
the organization of the Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association, and 
long after the Idaho congressional delegation was elected. 

In the very short time available to me, I want to state a series of what 
I believe to be pertinent facts. At the same time I refer you to the 
many briefs and other supporting data submitted to the committee by 
the IOHCA to substantiate these facts. 
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I have no particular ax to grind except for Idaho to get on the de- 
fense team, grow, and make room for some of our 7,000 people per day 
4 eee increase in the United States. 

ur population in Lewiston is shrinking. Breadwinners are forced 
to go where the transmission lines go to do their share in defense 
work. Business is suffering. Families are suffering. 

The power shortage jeopardizes national defense. Only the other 
day a few generators went out in the power grid during daylight 
hours. The radio brought the call immediately to cut the load, which 
I did my part. 

What happens when our backs could be to the wall and sabotage 
takes a few lines and generators? We need a safety factor in these 
times. It took wisdom to fight the 23-year battle from Grand Coulee 
Dam, so that it was available in our hour of need. With few excep- 
tions, I think this committee is no less qualified to look ahead and 
protect the people and in far less time than 23 years. 

With reference to the taxpayers building the dam to turn over to 
monopolies to exploit, lam against it. My last month’s bill on WWP 
rate 13 was $16.73 for 626 kilowatt-hours, or 27 mils per kilowatt-hour. 
The WWP paid we, the people, $1.52 for it, or 2.1 mils, at the Bonne- 
ville line about 55 miles north of Lewiston, at Colfax. I am against 
this sort of thing. 

Private power versus public power is not the issue here. Both are 
existing and prospering under the present set-up out in my area. In 
fact, WWP is waxing so well that the fight is unlimited, and no holds 
barred, as to whom is to get the American Holding Co. stock, ordered 
sold by SEC, as I understand it. Multipurpose dams make it possible 
for more free enterprise to take root, as the statistics show conclu- 
sively for Washington and Oregon. Such dams have in past experi- 
ence made those who opposed them more prosperous, hence my 
conclusion that political power and monopoly is the motivation of the 
opposition. No competition is wanted. 

The more economic activity in the Pacific Northwest, the more 
markets for products of all the States. We all go up and down to- 
gether with the purchasing power factor. 

Idaho is a relatively empty State with 200,000 voters voting in the 
last election. How can an empty State shore up our economy and 
defense program and at the same time offer some room for our ever- 
increasing population if we have no fundamental economic base in 
cheap power? 

America is now getting the lion’s share of the world’s crude oil. 
There are many indications that this will not always be so. The 
Dallas, Ice Harbor, and Hells Canyon Dams have a 25 million barrel 
oil equivalent in energy per year. In terms of defense and horse 
sense, how long can we afford to muddle along this way? The world 
isn’t going to wait for us while we debate. The times call for wisdom 
and foresight. 

In contacting people of the grass roots in the last 90 days, we ran 
into the usual conditions, that is, uninformed people, organizations 
closed to free discussion on controversial subjects, our own Grange 
Press closed to our paid advertising: hand-picked, so-called reliable 
people, in key places to see that free discussion was not invited, and so 
forth. The methods are familiar to this committee, [ am sure. 

I thank you. 
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Mr. Enoir. Thank you very much. 

Do you have another witness, Mr. Ullman ? 

Mr. Reppven. I have a question, please, sir. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Schaefer, Mr. Redden wishes to ask a question. 

Mr. Reppen. Did you say there were just 2,000 votes cast in Idaho 
last election ¢ 

Mr. Scuarrer. 200,000. We wanted to point that out because we 
had been talking about 7,000 and 8,000 signatures here, and I imagine 
over in the Bronx that is just enough to get into a restaurant. Idaho 
only has 200,000 voters in the whole State. 

Mr. Reppen. You referred to people informed on this subject. I 
would just like to ask you, using that language, what percentage of 
the people who are informed on the subject, would you say, are for 
the project / 

Mr. Scnarrer. Well, the people we went to see were in the Granges 
and farm organizations, and I think I can say that we never found 
any Grange that had heard both sides until we came, and we usually 
signed them all up. 

What I mean by “all,” I never counted all the cards, but I would 
say over 90 percent as a rule were for it when it was explained that 
the Idaho Power Co will make more money like Washington Water 
Power does when we get this power. 

Mr. Reppen. That ts all. 

Mr. Encie. Mr. Bow? 

Mr. Bow. I have several questions. 

You mentioned the possibility of sabotage of some of the lines out 
there, Mr. Schaefer. If this dam is constructed, there will be trans 
mission lines from that; will there not 

Mr. Scuarrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bow. How many miles will they have / 

Mr. Scuarrer. [am no authority on that, but I understand we 
have to put lines out at least to the grid system. 

Mr. Bow. How far away is that / 

Mr. Scuarrrr. I am not prepared to say on that. I assume it is 
around 200 miles, 

Mr. Bow. Over that area vou would have some 200 miles of trans- 
mission lines that could be sabotaged like any other line ¢ 

Mr. Scuarrer. That is right. 

All I want to say is if we have more diversification, if we have 
sabotage here, we can route some power around. We have to have 
some safety factor. We are up against the generators now. 

Mr. Bow. You talked about trying to get away from monopoly. 
li this Hells Canyon project is built, it goes into this entire grid in 
the Northwest / 

Mr. Scwarrer. That is right. 

Mr. Bow. Don't you think that is one of the biggest monopolies we 
will have in this country / 

Mr. Scuarrer. No: I don’t. I don’t think it compares to some of 
the big corporate monopolies. 

Mr. Bow. You mean of these billions of dollars they are going to 
put together in the great public power in the Northwest you don't 


consider that a monopoly ¢ 
Mr. SCHAEFfR. Not exactly, because it seems to sel] power to every- 
body. I know everyone is prospering under it, the way it is now. 
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I am buying from Washington Water Power and always have, and 
they seem to be making big profits. 

Mr. Bow. Don’t you think control would be in a single agency and 
would create monopoly ? 

Mr. Sonarrer. I realize the dangers there as a citizen of the coun- 
try, but the whole thing is just as good as we the voters; if we don’t 
like the way it runs, we have to get busy and make it right. 

I think we all have to see that everybody is treated fair. Anything 
can tend to monopoly, government, cooperatives, business. What we 
needs is a balance. 

Mr. Bow. Don’t you think by continuation of increasing the size 
of these projects we are just making monopolies bigger in public 
power? 

Mr. Scuarrer. No; I don’t. I am no expert on that, but I see a 
trend now to the Government getting huge quantities of public power 
and letting anybody distribute it. 

I see an opportunity for private enterprise. 

Mr. Bow. Didn’t you hear the Secretary say the other day he would 
not be in favor of it being distributed by private enterprise ? 

Mr. Scuarrer. As I understood him, he was in favor of the prefer- 
ence clause, which we need to get things in this country back to a 
balance. 

The Capper-Volstead Act, that helped the et = a get started, 
was to try to bring some institution that would balance corporate 
capital, so there would be a healthy effect. I think we are in that 
stage, when we are trying to balance things; I know we need a bal- 
ance in Idaho. The tail is wagging the whole dog in Idaho. We need 
a balance there. I think the people will go along with Idaho Power 
if they show the right spirit in this thing. 

Mr. Bow. The building of this dam, as I understand it, would de- 
stroy somes of the private enterprise of Idaho? 

Mr. Scuarrer. What do you have reference to? 

Mr. Bow. It would flood out some of the dam sites of the present 
existing company. 

Mr. Scuarrer. There is one old dam site abandoned facilities. 
Some of my friends went down and shot pictures of it. It is not worth 
very much as far as the abandoned physical plant there is concerned. 
As far as the site is concerned, as a potential value, I suppose that it 
has some value. 

Mr. Bow. That is all. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Would you yield to me? 

Mr. Bow. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. You brought up the question about transmission 
lines, and if you will look on page 180, and page 181 of House Docu- 
ment 473, you will find the reports on the transmission lines from 
Hells Canyon, total cost of which would be $120 million in 1948 costs. 

Mr. Bow. About doubled now; isn’t it? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Cost ey kilowatt-year would be $19.06, which is 
equal to 2.18 mills per kilowatt-hour if use is continuous throughout 
the year. 

This will be found on page 180 and 181 of these blue books that 
were spoken of the other day. 

Mr. ‘Sein: Is that the transmission lines to these phosphate fields, 


or all of them? 
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Mr. D’Ewanrrt. It is in connection with the system serving existing 
authorized plants to the Columbia system. 

Quoting from the document : 

The interconnection with the system serving the existing and authorized 
plants on the Columbia and lower Snake Rivers would entail three 280-kilivolt 
circuits. They would extend from the Hells Canyon plant to the authorized 
McNary Dam on the Columbia. 


And then there is another paragraph: 


Addition of the new interconnection would meet those requirements. A sec- 
ond, consisting of two 230-kilivolt lines, would be constructed eastward into the 
heart of the phosphate fields. 

The one to the heart of the phosphate fields would cost $100 million. 

Mr. Scnarrer. Mr. Chairman, may I comment a moment on that 
transmission line proposition ¢ 

Mr. Encte. Yes. 

Mr. Scuarrer. Perhaps I don’t understand it correctly, but the 
whole transmission line set-up, and the whole grid system to me as a 
farmer out there, just seems like the postage stamp system. If I paid 
3 cents, my letter might go down town and it might come back here 
in Washington, because it is in the interest of all of us that we have 
the flexibility of such an arrangement. Well, the same applies to this 
power grid system. We have got to have phosphate, and we have got 
to transmit a lot of power there. At the same time we might sell a lot 
of power a mile away from the dam. 

We have to have that phosphate. As a farmer, I know that. I 
planted a crop of raspberries, the first farming lesson I ever learned 
after Dad put me on my own. I planted a 5-acre field of raspberries. 
They should have grown 5 or 6 feet high the first year, however, they 
were only a foot and a half to 3 feet high. So I went quickly down 
to the college there (I just started as a frosh), and I went to the soil 
lab asking what was the matter. The lab tested the soil. It had one 
part in a million phosphate. 

I went back to the farm and put on some treble superphosphate. 
The next year the leaves were many, many times larger. It is a dif- 
ference between food and no food. That is why we have the farm 
organizations back in the Middle States, fellows we seldom hear of, 
hollering for this phosphate development. They know when the cow 
eats the grass it has to get phosphate, nitrogen, and potash, something 
to make balanced milk out of, so our children will grow. 

You have to get that phosphate. We can’t charge off all these trans- 
mission lines on a mileage basis. We have to figure on a grid system 
basis, prorating the costs like we do first-class postal services. That 
is the way I see it. 

Mr. Bow. Pretty expensive postage stamps. 

Mr. Scuaerer. If one is hungry that doesn’t mean too much. We 
need phosphate for food. The food I see in the cafeteria doesn’t 
all come from just around here. It comes from farms over a wide 
area. They have to have the nutrients to grow the food. We have 
to forget dollars, special privilege, and such small considerations. 
We have got to go ahead on this. I am willing to go along together 
with the Idaho Power Co. if they can give us some program that makes 
sense. 

Mr. Enaie. Any further questions ? 
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Thank you very much. It was an excellent statement, Mr. Schaefer. 
We appreciate it. I think you have one more witness, do you, Mr. 


Ullman ? 
Mr. Utiman. Mr. Chairman, I ask if Mr. Angus McDonald is here ¢ 


STATEMENT OF ANGUS McDONALD, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. McDonavp. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my 
name is Angus McDonald. I am assistant legislative secretary of the 
National Farmers Union. I will say by way of apology to the com- 
mittee that I do not have a prepared statement. It is at my office, 
the statement by President James G. Patton made in regard to this 
matter. I was told this morning we would not be called until next 
week, due to the fact that there were so many out of town witnesses 
here. 

I think it will suffice to say, and I would like, incidentally, Mr. 
Chairman, permission to incorporate that statement into the 


record——— 
Mr. Eneie. Without objection, it will be filed following your 


remarks, 
(The statement of Mr. Patton is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JAMES G. PATTON. PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the the committee, as president of the National 

Farmers Union I am here to present the views of my organization in regard to 
H. R. 5748, the bill authorizing a dam on the Snake River, commonly known 
as the Hells Conyan Project. We support this bill 100 percent believing it 
not only to be in the interest of farmers and others in the Northwest, but 
actually necessary to the security and defense of the Nation. The Hells Canyon 
Dam will indirectly supply phosphate fertilizer for our farmer’s electricity for 
the manufacturers of aluminun and other vitally needed defense materials, 
and narrow the widening gap between power and needs of this area. 
This great project, although costing upward of $3°0,000,000, will eventually 
cost the taxpayers of the Nation only a trifle compared to the vast benefits which 
they will receive. I am told by those who have studied the project, that all but 
12 percent of the cost is reimbursable and will be repaid in 50 years. The 
Hells Canyon Dam will not only provide benefits by firming up the power 
in the Northwest and providing a continuous dependable year-round supply of 
power, but will make feasible many irrigation projects and provide benefits in 
flood control, navigation and recreational facilities. It is my understanding 
that surplus revenues from power will be a substantial financial assistance to 
irrigation projects in Oregon, Idaho, Wyoming, and Nevada, which would not be 
feasible without such assistance. 

In our opinion, the Hells Canyon project is economic in that it will provide 
vast amounts of power and storage of water for irrigation without damaging 
agricultural, industrial, and residential development. Hells Canyon is also 
unique in that it is one of the deepest canyons in the world and is a most ideal 
spot for the building of a dam and for impounding water. At the proposed 
site of the dam, the canyon is 1 mile deep. Building of the dam would form 
u great lake containing 3,880,000 acre-feet of usuable storage water to make 
power and subsequently to be used for irrigation purposes. The narrowness 
of the canyon will cause a lake to be formed only 280 feet wide at the dam 
extending back from the dam 93 miles. 

As indicated, the project will make a major contribution to the prime year- 
round output of the Columbia River power system and fill up seasonal depres- 
sions of power due to decline of natural stream flows. Power will be obtained 
irom a 900,000-kilowatt power plant at the dam. 

The importance of the project to national defense can hardly be overestimated. 
The Armed Forces depend indirectly on electric power for the production of eriti- 
cal weapons. Industries using electrical energy or electrolyte processes to pro- 
duce aluminum, magnesium, ferro-alloys and other substances have been growing 
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by leaps and bounds, Electro-processing industries consumed only 15 percent 
of electric energy used in manufacturing in 1939, but in 1950 these industries 
account for 22 percent of energy used by manufacturers. Power costs, I am 
told, in these electro-process industries, range up to 50 percent of the total pro- 
duction costs. 

To illustrate the importance of the Hells Canyon project in providing mate- 
rials for defense, industry, and agriculture, let us take aluminum. Nine kilowatt- 
hours are required to produce a pound of aluminum. In 1951 the aluminum 
production mills in Oregon and Washington used about one-fourth of all the 
electric energy consumed in the Pacific Northwest. These five mills accounted 
for 44 percent of the Nation’s aluminum output. When it is considered that the 
Pacific Northwest during the season 1952-53 will be short an avetfage of about 
650,000 kilowatts if stream flow is at a minimum, it is realized how necessary 
this project is to full production and the security of the Nation. 

Of more direct interest to the members of my organization are the possibilities 
which lie in the development of the vast fertilizer resources in the Western 
States. More than 60 percent of the reserves of phosphate rock of the Nation lie 
in areas which could be supplied with power by the Hells Canyon project. About 
three-fourths of these vast western reserves of phosphate rock lie in Idaho. 
The rest is in Montana, Wyoming, and Utah. Very little has been done to 
develop this untapped Northwest resource. The need for fertilizer in the West- 
ern States far exceeds both production and consumption in that area. The 
Nation as a whole is critically short of phosphate. Increase in supplies in the 
West will not only help maintain our food supply, but bring about regional de- 
velopment and supply in part the vast phosphate needs of the Midwest. 

Available electric power at low cost from Hells Canyon Dam will make pos- 
sib'e development of the phosphate rock resources of the area which otherwis’ 
could not _be developed. It is my understanding that power must be available 
at a cost of 3 mills a kilowatt in order to economically develop the phosphate 
rock deposit. Due to the shortage of sulfuric acid, it is vitally necessary that 
these reserves be developed by the electric furnace method. This method would 
tuake possible a great increase in the amount of phosphorus which could be 
commercially recovered. 

I would like to emphasize that the project will provide flood control and insur- 
ance and development and preservat’on of recreational facilities in that area. 
I urge the committee to approve this project. As stated above, it is necessary 
for national defense; it is necessary for agriculture and industry. Our farmers 
and others will benefit from the development of fertilizer. Farmers and those 
who trade with farmers will beneiit from the development of irrigation projects 
made feasible by the project. Industry will benefit because the manufacture 
of vitally needed materials can be stepped up and the Nation as a whole will 
Lenefit indirectly from all of these developments. 

Members of the Farmers Union in considerable numbers both in the West 
where the dam would be located, and in the Middle West where fertilizer sup 
plies are short, have communicated with our office urging the National Farmers 
Union to do its utmost to bring about authorization of this project. There are 
only a few issues in which there has been as much actual grass-roots interest 
as this one. Individual farmers in the West feel a pinch both for power and 
for fertilizer, Individual farmers in the Midwest personally feel a pinch for 
plant-food elements. They know that Hells Canyon development can relieve 
their shortages and they are consequently taking a personal interest in this 
project in unusually large numbers. 

Mr. McDonatp. I would like to say briefly at this time that the 
National Farmers Union is 100 percent in favor of the Hells Canyon 
project. We believe that it is necessary to the national defense; to 
the development of navigation ; of power, and indirectly for irrigation 
purposes. 

I happen to have in my pocket a note in regard to the direct interest 
of the National Farmers Union in regard to this project. Before 
T read it, I would like to say that we do have, we think, a direct interest 
in it. We have farmers scattered over some 30 States, most of them 
in the Midwest, who will, if cheap power is developed, be able to buy 
fertilizer at prices I understand to be much below what they are 
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now; and in many instances, perhaps, to get fertilizer which they 
would otherwise be unable to get. 

I would like to read this paragraph in regard to the activities of 
the National Farmers Service Corp., which is an affiliate of the 
National Farmers Union, which is the institution which manages our 
cooperatives. 

National Farmers Union Service Corp. has leased the Crawford Moun- 
tain phosphate deposits in northeastern Utah. They are exploring the possibil- 
ity of producing fertilizer from the rock in this deposit. Engineers have advised 
them that there is not power in the area for electric-furnace production of 
phosphate fertilizer in significant quantity, and that even if it were available 
from the private utilities, the quoted price per kilowatt-hour would make the 
use for fertilizer manufacturing economically infeasible. 

National Farmers Union Service Corp., in spite of a serious shortage of 
phosphate for its patrons, has explored the alternative possibility of getting 
sulfuric acid and using the wet process. This was not because it was prefer- 
able, but because it was the only alternative to electric furnace which presented 
itself. 

The effort to obtain sulfuric acid has been fruitless. Two concerns which 
might produce it in the area, New Jersey Zine Co. at Canon City, Colo., and 
American Smelter & Refinery, at Garfield, Utah, have been unable to work out 
problems preliminary to erecting a recovery unit. As of now National Farmers 
Union Service Corp. is still attempting to work out a sulfuric acid supply, 
aware, however, that it would be best if there were low-cost electric power 
available making possible electric-furnace process near the rock mines, 

Mr. Chairman, that is all I have. - Thank you very much. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question ¢ 

Mr. Enate. Mr. Bow? 

Mr. Bow. You have testified that the Farmers Union favors this 
project for several reasons. You have mentioned that of navigation. 
Could you tell us just briefly how you feel navigation does benefit 
by this project ? 

Mr. McDonarp. It is my understanding that the project will affect 
navigation below the dam by holding back water and releasing it 
at the dry season. 

Mr. Bow. How far below the dam ? 

Mr. McDonatp. I am not able to answer that. 

Mr. Bow. And could you give me any idea as to your thinking as 
to the ratio of benefits of navigation as compared to power? 

Mr. McDonatp. I would think that the power benefits would be 
many times greater, at least six times greater, I would say. 

That is a technical question. I am unable to do more than merely 
make a guess. 

Mr. Bow. But you had said in your statement there was a benefit 
of navigation. I wondered how you based that. 

Mr. McDonatp. None of this, I might say, is first-hand. 

Mr. Bow. It is passed on by other people? 

Mr. McDonatp. It is information passed on by other people, some 
of the people in our region. The last witness before this committee 
is a member of our organization. We have one expert in Washington 
in this subject of fertilizer, Mr. Ben Stong. He was unable to be 
over here this afternoon, as planned. But I have confidence in what 
these people have told me. 

Mr. Bow. Do you feel that if navigation or flood control was taken 
out of this bill that it is not of benefit, but that the bill should pass? 

Mr. McDonabp. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Enete. Thank you very much, Mr. McDonald. We appreciate 
your statement. 

Does that close your testimony, except for questions? 

Mr. Utiman. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

May I have permission to insert in the record a brief prepared 
statement by Clyde T. Ellis, executive secretary, National Rural 
Electric Cooperative Association ? 

Mr. Ener. Without objection, it will be included as part of the 
record. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CLypE T. Eviis, Executive MANAGER, NATIONAL RuRAL ELEcTRIC 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Clyde T. Ellis. I 
am executive manager of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, 
the national service organization for 863 rural electric cooperatives and public 
power districts in the United States and Alaska. These systems are currently 
serving approximately 3% million farms and other rural establishments with 
central station electric service. In addition to the ever-present struggle of 
endeavoring to meet our normal rapidly accelerating load growth, our systems are 
now doing everything possible to meet further increasing demand for electric 
power in rural areas that has arisen from the high agricultural and industrial 
production levels required to meet defense needs. 

Inasmuch as Mr. John George, our region IX executive committeeman, who 
preceded me, has expressed the anxiety of the rural electrics of Idaho and the 
Northwest concerning construction of the Hells Canyon project, I-shall not take 
the time of the committee to repeat any of the arguments. I would like to say, 
however, that our people the country over are on record as favoring the earliest 
possible harnessing of the electric power potential of our country. The farmers 
whom we represent feel that the Nation cannot afford to turn its back on over 
a million kilowatts of prime hydroelectric power, nor do we think it prudent to 
allow a reputed 60 percent of the nation’s phosphate reserves to go undeveloped 
for lack of the low-cost energy required for economic development of this resource. 

I would like to quote from a resolution passed unanimously by the representa- 
tives of most of the rural electric systems in the Nation during the tenth annual 
meeting of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association held in Chicago, 
March 10-13, 1952. This resolution, originated by Our power committee, was 
approved by our legislative committee. Membership on both of these 10-man 
national committees is elected by our people at the grass roots each year. The 
approximately 4,000 registered delegate representatives of the farmers’ electric 
systems had this resolution in their hands some 24 hours before it was presented 
for action. There had been much discussion about it and on a vote it was 
adopted unanimously. 

RESOLUTION 


Whereas the United States, in its numerous great rivers and river basins, is 
possessed of the assets and resources that will, upon maximum development, 
retain, enrich our soil, provide unlimited recreation for the people of the country 
and insure adequate electrical power supply to meet the long-range demand of 
all individuals and industries alike, resulting in such a combination of facilities 
for progress that America can achieve its highest potential standard of progress 
and prosperity, and 

Whereas it is to the personal interest of all of the more than 12 million farm 
people now served by rural electric cooperatives and public power districts that 
the development of all of these phases of the river and river-basin resources 
be expedited, with emphasis on the pressing need of the rural electric systems 
for additional dependable, low-cost power sources, without which these systems 
cannot attain their maximum service, and 

Whereas it is recognized that much work has been done and progress made in 
planning the development of this resource by the Department of the Interior, 
Corps of Engineers, and other assisting agencies in this Government, and 
progress has been made toward the consummation of some of this planning, 
which clearly shows the wisdom of the undertaking by the achievements already 
attained : Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That we urge the development of all of the country’s economically 
a" potential hydroelectric power as rapidly as practicable; and be it fur- 
ther 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States is petitioned to provide funds 
and loan authorizations for river-basin and water-power developments and for 
the generation of electricity in connection therewith; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States is petitioned to provide funds 
and loan authorizations for the construction of transmission lines to distribute 
the electric power so generated to cooperatives, public power districts, and 
municipal consumers, at their load centers, and to integrate various generation 
projects; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United States is petitioned to continue the 
established power policy of the United States, thus providing for development of 
potential hydro power and the sale and delivery to load centers of the Consumers 
of this power wholesale, over self-liquidating transmission lines—first to public 
bodies and cooperatives and then to private companies in that order—and to the 
accomplishment of this end, it should provide adequate appropriations for con- 
struction and administration. 

Mr. Utuman. I also want to state, Mr. Chairman, that we have ap- 
preciated the opportunity to be here and we appreciate also the cour- 
tesy shown us, and I wish we had another week or two to present our 
testimony, because I think we could do a lot better job. 

Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. EnGir. Now, members of the committee may question any of 
the preceding witnesses they desire. 

Mr. Buper? 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, at the outset, I would like to clear up 
one thing which developed in Mr. George’s testimony. It seems that 
the Idaho Power Co. has been injected into this discussion this after- 
noon. I would like to make this statement, and if it is not correct, 
then I would ask Mr. George to correct me. 

So far as I am aware, the Idaho Power Co. does not service the 
area in which Mr. George lives, and the wheeling arrangement lhe 
referred to is a company other than the Idaho Power Co, 

Mr. Grorce. Mr. Chairman, that is absolutely right, but we do 
have four co-ops in southern Idaho that are in this territory. 

Mr. Buper. They don’t receive any power from the Bonneville 
system ? 

Mr. Grorce. That is right. 

Myr. Buper. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ener. Are there any further questions that any member 
desires to direct to any of the preceding witnesses ¢ 

Mr. Bow. The lawyer that testified, Mr. ——— not the last lawver 
who testified, but the gentleman from-— 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Donart. 

Mr. Enxeur. Mr. Donart. Is Mr. Donart here ? 

Mr. Donarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. Donart, in your consideration of this legislation, 
did you give any thought to constitutionality of the bill? 

Md. Donarr. You mean under the Federal Constitution ? 

Mr. Bow. Under the Federal Constitution. 

Mr. Donart. No, I will be frank to say I didn't. 

Mr. Bow. Could you say to us now under what provisions of the 
Federal Constitution you think this construction could be made ? 

Mr. Enerie. Would the gentleman like to have me make a sug 
gestion? I suggest the general welfare clause of the Constitution, 
under the language of the Gerlach case, which went up to California. 
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Mr. Bow. I have some answers to that one, too, Mr. Chairman. 
I think there is quite a distinction between this and the Gerlach case. 

Mr. Eneter. It is a very good point that Mr. Bow raises. The 
general authorization of reclamation projects has been, strange 
enough, under the commerce clause of the Constitution, 

Mr. Bow. I understand that. 

Mr. Ener. And the fiction of navigation, and the power of the 
Federal Government to control navigation on an interstate basis has 
been—and navigation generally—has been regarded as the legal 
authority, but in the Gerlach case, the Supreme Court took these 
large and multiple purpose projects completely out from under the 
commerce clause and suggested that they could be built under the 
general welfare clause of the Constitution. Now, perhaps the gentle- 
man can distinguish this from other cases. ‘ 

Mr. Bow. We get into the United States against Butler, and Carl 
Benson, and a number of other cases I have been considering. I am 
not going to go into these cases with this gentleman. I would like to 
get his views. 

Mr. Donarr. I would like to say for the record that on the ques- 
tion of constitutionality, I did not go into because of the precedent 
of other projects that have been constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Mr. Bow. Did you consider the fact that in this bill we do not 
tind anything for reclamation and irrigation, but it is one for power, 
and then they bring in the question of navigation and flood control ? 

Mr. Donarr. Yes, I am aware of that. I would like to recall to 
mind my opening statement, when I first appeared up here, to the 
effect that I wasn’t necessarily saying that I endorsed this bill, lock, 
stock, and barrel, and that it is the identical bill that I would write. 
I was merely saying that the fundamental logic behind the bill, I 
believe, is sound. I mean the project, insofar as our water rights are 
concerned, 

The question you pose, I believe, could be well taken care of by 
an amendment merely to place in the act “for the purpose of reclama- 
tion of arid lands and providing supplemental water for irrigation.” 

Mr. Bow. To justify that you would have to have some arid lands 
to bring into reclamation, 

Mr. Donartr. We have an abundance of those in Idaho. 

Mr. Bow. Under this project, that would be served under this proj- 
ect? My understanding from the testimony thus far was that there 
= no land that will be served in reclamation by this project. 

Mr. Donarr. There is no specific authorization for any particular 
project. 

Mr. Bow. Well, is there any land that would be served by this 
project in reclamation ¢ 

Mr. Donarr. Well, we started into the reference made to the Moun- 
tain Home project. This goes only so far as to authorize the Scriber 
Creek project, which is part of the Mountain Home project. I might 
“ay in that respect, Iam not the most qualified person to tell you the 
intimate details of how the Mountain Home project is set up. Mr. 
Fleming, who was up here this morning, has it right at his fingertips 

1 very simple language, but this goes that far. 
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Mr. Bow. Another thing about this project is that it is being built 
to sell power to public groups, private groups, and others; it is not 
just an incident to the operation of any Federal project? 

Mr. Donart. That is correct. 

Mr. Aspinatt. Would the gentleman from Ohio yield to me for 
just a question, because I want to follow through with the reason- 
ing. I understand that my distinguished colleage would present the 
same kind of an argument with the Boulder Canyon project, or I 
prefer to call it Hoover Dam project 

Mr. Bow. I think that is a good thought. 

Mr. Aspinatu. Were it pending before us at this time. 

Mr. Bow. I would have some serious question in my mind about 
that. 

Mr. Asprnauty. Thank you. 

Mr. Bow. Because if we are going to go so far with the general 
welfare provision, we could go into most any business you can think of. 

Mr. Asprnau. I understood the witness to say he had not given a 
detailed study because he had taken the precedents on other matters. 

Mr. Enere. Hoover Dam is still under the commerce clause of the 
Constitution and the legality of that Boulder Canyon Act was tested 
in the Supreme Court and upheld. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That was for irrigation. This doesn’t have any 
irrigation. 

Mr. Asprnauu. This has just as much irrigation, prospective irriga- 
tion, and if the gentleman from Montana would permit me to say, by 
looking at the map, it releases the waters, provided the waters are 
there. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. If you will yield, I will have to differ with my friend 
from Colorado. There is no direct irrigation and it isn’t even men- 
tioned in the purpose of the bill. 

Mr. Asrtnauu. Does the gentleman from Montana make the state- 
ment at the present time that there are direct irrigation uses out of 
Mead Lake? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. There are uses of the waters from Mead Lake be- 
low the lake. There is no uses of these waters for irrigation below 
the reservoir, 

Mr. Poutson. In other words, it is mostly canyon. 

Mr. Asprnau. I asked the question of the Secretary the other day 
relative to those broken green line areas up there at the junction of 
the two rivers. If there is water here that could be used on that land 
I see no reason why they couldn’t be. They might have to be pumped. 
The Congress of the United States is already on record 

Mr. D’Ewarr. If you will read the report in the bill the use that 
is referred to in this bill for irrigation is by using the interest com- 
ponent to pay from irrigation projects somewhere else in the basin. 
That " the use that is contemplated. It is not the water use under 
the bill. 

Mr. Bow. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I would like to ask one or two questions. 

Are 7 satisfied that your State is protected under section 2 of 
this bill? 

Mr. Donartr. Would you mind if I referred to the bill? 
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Mr. D’Ewarr (reading) : 


Sec. 2. The operation of the Hells Canyon division shall be only such as 
does not conflict with any present beneficial consumptive use, valid under State 
law, of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries— 
and then it goes into two or three reservations. 

Mr. Donarr. Yes, I am. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Do you think this Congress should pass a State law 
saying that the Federal Government will go into your State and live 
up ae law, only under certain conditions and with certain excep- 
tions 

Mr. Donarrt. In the history of the Bureau of Reclamation, I believe 
the record of their activities everywhere will bear me out on this, it 
has been the practice of the Bureau of Reclamation to recognize the 
rights existing under State law and to file on water in accordance with 
the State law in which they operate. 

Mr. D’Ewart. That is correct. It is within the reclamation law 
that they shall recognize State law. Here they recognize State law, 
except two conditions. 

Mr. Donarr. I don’t know that I follow you as to that. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. They live under it in the total amount, which is 
reasonable and equitable for the irrigation of new and supplemental 
land development and to, a total which is equitable and reasonable. 
In other words, they will live under it only partly. 

Mr. Donart. You are referring, I suppose to the language reason- 
able and equitable. 

Mr. D’Ewart. The qualifications under which they propose to live 
under your State water law. 

Mr. Donarr. In the first subsection you will find the further qual- 
ification “like those indicated in chapter 4 of the substantiating mate- 
rials to the Hells Canyon project report as set forth in volume 2 of 
House Document 473.” 

Now, I can’t tell you verbatim what that says. I know very gen- 
erally that it provides for irrigation and supplemental water for 
2,400,000 acres of land. That is anticipated use. 

Now, I will say again, as I said when I first came here, and as I 
said upon being recalled, I do not necessarily say, as to the specific 
language, that I would write this law exactly as it appears here. I 
am merely saying that as to the question of the water rights, the 
project can be operated so there is no need to fear for water rights. 
It is basically and physically and logically sound. In that respect, 
I would like to have placed in the record 

Mr. D’Ewart. Of course my study that I made with regard to the 
hydraulics of this project indicate to me that your statement cannot 
be substantiated, or else the figures given in this volume and 
by the Engineers were not 100-percent right. I presented those a 
few minutes ago. I do not want to go into them again. There will 
be conflicting use of the water, if the assistant regional director's 
statement can be substantiated. 

Mr. Donarr. I should like to say I would rather not undertake to 
answer the question you put to Mr. Wilson. However, I believe the 
answer to that can be found when you examine the technical witnesses. 
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I am pretty sure I know what the answer is but I would rather not 
vive it. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. We are going to examine them. The only point I 
wanted to make here was, were you as a lawyer of the State of Idaho, 
willing to accept a provision protecting your water rights that was 
qualified in two instances ¢ 

Mr. Donarr. Yes. In that respect, I would like to have put in the 
record, as a part of my remarks, the statement issued by the Southwest 
Idaho Water Conservation Project, Inc. This organization was 
made up of probably the most prominent citizens in the State of 
Idaho. A number of these people are directors of the power company. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, in order to save time, this document that 
you have is related to a prior draft of a Hells Canyon bill. It does 
not relate to H. R. 5743 and is quite different from the prior draft, is 
that not correct ? 

Mr. Donarr. As to the water right, it is verbatim, word for word. 
I read proof on it just a while ago. This has comment about the 
water right. ‘Those people were very ably advised. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Does it comment on the reservations in this bill and 
as to the legality / 

Mr. Donarr. Yes. I should like to have that included as part of 
my remarks, if I may. 

Mr. Enair. May I see it? If there are portions of it that are 
relevant to the current bill it would be proper, it seems to me. Those 
that relate to another draft would not be. 

Mr. Buper. Reserving the right to object, and I am not going to 
object, it is all right with me if it goes in, but I would like to point 
out and I think Mr. Donart knows this, that the whole purpose of the 
bill was changed from the bill to which that document wi Irri- 
gation of land was in the draft to which this document refers; and, 
irrigation of land as a purpose, which to me is a very, very real legal 
question, is not in H. R. 5743 and to that extent the legal comments in 
there would not be material to this bill. I have no objection to its 
admission. 

Mr. Donarr. I would like to say further that I do not represent that 
the members of the Southwest Idaho Water Users Assoc'ation—I am 
not representing that they endorse the existing legislation. They 
merely comment on this language, and I put it in for that purpose. 

Mr. Buper. Just a moment, that organization is now, I think you 
know, out of existence. 

Mr. Donarr. I know. 

Mr. Buper. And they never did endorse H. R. 5743, did they ? 

Mr, Donarr. I have said that, Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Bupée. I understand you to say they had introduced the pend- 
ing legislatiton. 

Mr. Donarr. No, I did not. For the record, I don’t want that to 
appear. It is merely insofar as this water rights provision is in this 
bill, and in the proposed legislation, 

Mr. Ener. I cannot make heads nor tails to this, and I suggest to 
the witness that he excerpt the part that relates specifically to the 
question of water rights and water reservations and remove the ex- 
traneous matters and we will make those portions that relates specifi- 
cally to water rights and water reservations a part of the record for 
whatever it is worth. 
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Mr. Donarr. May I deliver it to the reporter after my testimony ‘ 
Mr. Ener. Yes. Without objection, it will be entered on that basis. 
(The information referred to is as follows :) 


SOUTHWESTERN IpAHO WATER CONSERVATION PrRosectT, INC., 
Boise, Idaho, May 15, 1951. 
To All Individuals and Organizations Interested in the Future Economic Develop- 
ment of the State of Idaho. 

Dear FRIENDS: We enclose herewith copy of the report which we have sub- 
mitted to the Board of Directors of Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation 
Project, Inc., together with copy of the draft of proposed legislation authorizing 
the Snake River project (Mountain Home and Hells Canyon). 

The proposed enabling legislation is the result of many months of study and 
ardous negotiation, and represents, in our opinion, fair recognition of Idaho's 
rights and needs. 

Our congressional Representatives desire to know what the people of Idaho 
think about this matter. They may be addressed as follows: 

Hon. Henry C. DworsnHnak, Senate Office Building, Washington, ID. C. 
Hon. HERMAN WELKER, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Hon. Joun T. Woop, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Hon. Hamer H. Buper, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Yours respectfully, 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, 
Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation Project, Ine. 


—— 


SoUTH WESTERN IDAHO WATER CONSERVATION PROJECT, INC., 
Boise, Idaho, May 8, 1951. 


To the Members of the Board of Directors, Southwestern Idaho 
Water Conservaction Project, Ince. 

GENTLEMEN: Acting in accordance with the expression of policy and the 
directive voted at the annual meeting of this organization on June 6, 1950, your 
executive committee hereby reports to you the completion of our negotiations 
with representatives of the United States Bureau of Reclamation and other 
divisions of the Department of the Interior, with reference to the provisions of 
a proposed bill for the purpose of authorizing Hells Canyon Dam and the Moun- 
tain Home irrigation development as units of one project, referred to in the 
preposed bill as the Snake River project. 

You will recall that the Department of the Interior about a year ago was 
strongly inclined toward proposing the construction of Hells Canyon Dam as 
a power and flood-control facility alone, without specific statutory provision for 
financial assistance in accomplishing the irrigation development of arid lands 
in the Snake River Basin. Nor would prevision have been made for benefits to 
the State in return for the use of its water resources, or for protection to the 
rights of the State and existing interests therein. 

We now report that as a result of extended negotiations, we have finally ac 
cepted a draft ef proposed legislation which will 

(a) Guarantee and protect Idaho's upstream rights to present and future 
uses of irrigation water required for existing, supplemental, and new land de- 
velopments ; and to present and future consumptive uses of water for domestic, 
municipal, stock raising, mining and industrial purposes. 

(b) Effect the authorization of the 192,000-acre Mountain Home irrigation 
development and the Hells Canyon Dam as inseparable units of the Snake River 
project, and provide for the allocation of a portion of the surplus power revenues 
of Hells Canyon Dam toward repayment of that portion of the irrigation features 
of the Mountain Home development which is beyond the ability of water users 
to repay. 

(c) Provide for the State of Idaho, through the irrigation of arfd Mountain 
Home lands, new and taxable values substantially in excess of those which 
would be created by private development of power sites in the Hells Canyon 
area of the Snake River. 

(7d) Make available for use in Idaho, electric power equal to or in excess of the 
amount which would be lost to it by reason of the inundation of low-head dam 
sites in the Hells Canyon area. 
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We submit herewith as an integral part of this report, a copy of the April 16, 
1951. draft of the proposed bill, with accompanying interpretations and com- 
ments opposite each paragraph thereof. 

The proposed bill merits careful study by each member of the board of direc- 
tors. In no other manner is it possible to form an independent and unbiased 
conclusion as to the course of future action which will better serve our State 
and our people. Private capital cannot and will not undertake construction of 
the $250,000,000 Mountain Home development. Utilization of Idaho’s water 
resources at Hells Canyon Dam provides the last remaining opportunity to 
make development of the Mountain Home lands financially feasible. We do not 
believe that the people of Idaho wish to see this large and excellent body of 
land remain forever arid and unproductive. Therefore, if the Mountain Home 
development can be constructed as a unit of the Snake River project, thus ren- 
dering possible the repayment to the Government of the full construction cost 
of the Mountain Home development, the people of Idaho should not be denied 
the farming, commercial, and employment opportunities which the irrigation 
of these new lands will create. 

Your executive committee is, and has been at all times, keenly sensitive to 
eral and printed statements opposing joint authorization of the Mountain Home 
irrigation development and Hells Canyon Dam, legislatively known as the 
Snake River project. Because we ourselves are firm proponents of the free- 
enterprise system, we have felt obligated to examine carefully the premises of 
such statements, and to clarify and correct misunderstandings and misinterpre- 
tations of the basic provisions of the proposed legislation and their effects on 
State and private interests involved. We therefore summarize here, as part of 
this report, statements made in opposition to the Snake River project, and fol- 
lowing each of them we offer our comments. 

(1) “The Government should build at the Mountain Sheep site, downstream, 
instead of at the Hells Canyon site, and thus avé@id flooding out the five sites 
which private power interests could utilize in a long-range program.” 

Comment: Engineers of both the United States Army Engineer Corps and 
the United States Bureau of Reclamation agree that the Mountain Sheep site, 
because of its location between the Hells Canyon and Nez Perce Dam sites, is 
undesirable from the standpoint of long-range flood-control and water-utiliza- 
tion programs in the Columbia River Basin. Effective control and utilization 
of waters requires construction of dams at both Hells Canyon, above the mouth 
of the Salmon River, and at Nez Perce, below the mouth of the Salmon River. 
Both dams will provide total usable storage of 8,080,000 acre-feet, of which the 
Hells Canyon proportion is 3,880,000 acre-feet. 

Construction of Nez Perce Dam is being deferred pending solution of the 
migratory fish problem, but is part of the comprehensive program of full stream 
development. The Hells Canyon site involves no similar problem and is the 
choice for meeting urgent power needs of the Pacific Northwest for the reason 
that it is far enough upstream on the Snake River as to constitute no bar to 
later construction of Nez Perce Dam. 

Mountain Sheep Dam in conjunction with run-of-the-river dams above it 
would yield 350,000 kilowatts less prime power that if Hells Canyon were built 
in conjunction with run-of-the-river developments below it. Also, the construc- 
tion of Mountain Sheep Dam would preclude the construction of the Nez Perce 
Dam on the Snake River below the mouth of the Salmon, thereby resulting in 
a substantial departure from the agreed Army-Reclamation comprehensive basin 
plan which provides for the fullest and most economical development of water 
resources. Therefore, engineers of both the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
United States Army have never considered Mountain Sheep Dam as an alternate 
to Hells Canyon Dam, and as long as such structures are being constructed 
with Federal funds, it is reasonable to believe that the Congress, in the ap- 
propriation of funds for such purposes, will give greater weight to the testimony 
of Federal engineers. 

As between Hells Canyon Dam and the suggested five low-head dams on the 
lower Snake River, at-site installed capacity in the 900,000-kilowatt plant at 
the Hells Canyon Dam will add 688,000 kilowatts of prime power to the Colum- 
bia River power system; and through the timed release of its great volume of 
storage water in coordination with storage releases from other reservoirs in 
the Columbia River system, will make possible the production of 742,000 kilo- 
watts of system prime power at other plants. Thus there will be creditable 
to the Hells Canyon project a total of 1,430,000 kilowatts of prime power to 
the system. This compares with 487,000 kilowatts of prime power which Bureau 
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of Reclamation engineers estimate might be produced by the proposed 695,000 
kilowatts of installed capacity at the five low-head dams. 

The 1,430,000-kilowatt total of Hells Canyon production is computed on the 
basis of depleted flows in critical water years, assuming completion of the 
already authorized Lucky Peak, Palisades, and north side pumping division 
developments and of the 192,000-acre Payette unit of the Mountain Howe project 
for which authorization will now be sought. Because Hells Canyon Dam 
would so effectively integrate downstream power plants and contribute so 
heavily to relief of the power shortage in Oregon and Washington, its con- 
struction is strongly favored and supported by many interests in those States. 

(2) Idaho Power Co. is a heavy taxpayer and an asset to Idaho, and is 
entitled to protection of its right to grow with Idaho. 

Comment: In this statement, your executive committee concurs fully. For 
that reason, we have in our negotiations with the Government, insisted that 
Idaho Power Co. is entitled to a direct allocation of 140,000 kilowatts of Hells 
Canyon power, or the equivalent of power which could be generated at the 
Oxbow site, which is the only site owned by Idaho Power Co. The Secretary 
of the Interior has pledged that he will enter into negotiations for the sale 
of that amount of power, direct to Idaho Power Co., and we understand that 
such negotiations are now under way. The Idaho Power Co. has plans for 
development of the four other low-head sites, under schedules coordinated 
with increased power demands in future years. The Idaho Power Co. has 
applied to the Federal Power Commission for a license to construct only the 
Oxbow plant, and has not at this date been granted that license. Application 
has not yet been made to the Federal Power Commission for licenses in the 
case of the Hells Canyon, Brownlee, Sturgill, and Bayhorse sites, all of which 
together with the Oxbow site, would be required to be constructed to use the 
full head available in the stretch of the river that would be inundated by 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

The loss, through flooding from Hells Canyon, of the power that could 
eventually be developed at these low-head dam sites, caused your committee 
to demand that a block of Hells Canyon power be reserved to the State jof 
Idaho, with the right of resale. In the proposed bill submitted herewith, 
300,000-kilowatts is specified as being reserved to the State of Idaho. The 
Idaho Power Co. would be eligible to purchase power from the State. As 
previously stated, Idaho Power Co. is being offered the privilege of making a 
direct purchase of 140,000 kilowatts of Hells Canyon power, independently of 
what it may purchase from the State. 

(3) Government should not be permitted to compete with private enterprise. 
Hells Canyon Dam is part of the Government's plan to string its transmission 
lines all over Idaho in competition with taxpaying utility companies. 

Comment: This is one of the most widely entertained misinterpretations of 
the Snake River project to come to our attention, Your committee agrees em- 
phatically that the Government should not be permitted to compete with private 
enterprise. In all our negotiations with the Interior Deparment, we have 
vigorously upheld the rights of a private utility company. We have succeeded 
in obtaining a modification of the Bureau’s substantiating report on Hells Canyon 
Dam to the extent that certain transmission lines, originally proposed to be 
constructed in Idaho as part of the Hells Canyon project, have been deleted and 
withdrawn from the report. 

The possibility of Federal transmission lines being built into Idaho existed 
before Hells Canyon, and will continue to exist after Hells Canyon. The settle 
ment of this question in an entirely separate matter which involves change or 
repeal of laws governing distribution of federally generated power, or in the 
making or denial of Federal appropriations for that purpose. 

It would be a serious error and gross folly upon the part of Idaho people to 
now reject the opportunity of obtaining authorization of the Mountain Home 
irrigation development because of confused thinking on the subject of Federal 
transmission lines. The subjects are not related in the present situation. 

(4) Hells Canyon would put the State of Idaho in the public-power business. 

Comment: It is not necessary for the State, as such, under the terms of the 
proposed bill, to embark in the power business. We have expressed the demand 
that a portion of Hells Canyon power be reserved for use in connection with the 
future development of Idaho. The State, under the terms of the bill, may estab- 
lish a power agency, but need not construct transmission lines or other power 
distribution facilities. It need act only as a broker, and direct the Federal 
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Government to make deliveries out of the block of power reserved to the State, 
to such distributors as the State may designate. By establishing itself as the 
custodian of 300,000 kilowatts of power, and with authority to designate under 
enabling legislation enacted by the State, the areas in which this power is to 
be used, the State may well emerge as the protector, instead of the competitor, 
of free enterprise. 

(5) Basically there is no difference between Hells Canyon and a Columbia 
Valley Authority. In either case, the Socialists in Washington get control of, 
and dictate terms for, the use of natural resources which belong to the State 
or Idaho. 

Comment: Ever since the enactment of the reclamation law in 1902, the 
Bureau of Reclamation has been constructing power-generating facilities, sell- 
ing power and using the profits to help pay that portion of the cost of the irriga- 
tion features which is beyond the ability of water users to pay. This is nothing 
new in irrigation development. Wherever Federal funds are employed to con- 
struct water utilization projects, a measure of Federal control over such water 
resources is inevitable and undeniably necessary, but when such projects are 
authorized under the Federal reclamation laws, as here proposed, the Federal 
agency is directed by law to proceed under and in recognition of State law with 
respect to water rights. Arrowrock and Anderson ranch dams of our own 
Boise project are pertinent examples. Witness the Minidoka project, and 
others in Idaho. But this has been excellently administered and beneficial con- 
trol, such as is now proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation for the Mountain 
Home irrigation development and Hells Canyon Dain. 

This type of control is not to be compared with the control which it was 
proposed to vest in a Columbia Valley Authority. A Columbia Valley Authority 
would have taken over practical control of all our other natural resources, as 
well as water. It would have exercised that control with little possibility of 
influence or intervention by the people, or their State governments. Under the 
bill now proposed for authorization of the Snake River project, our existing laws 
and the control of our resources would not be changed. 

(6) Congress will never appropriate the money to build Hells Canyon Dam. 

Comment: The problems of the authorization of the project and of the 
appropriation of money therefor are separate. The problem now confronting 
us is that of authorization. The Congress, only last year in the 1950 Flood 
Control and Rivers and Harbors Act, authorized all other major multiple- 
purpose dams of the so-called main control plan on the main stem of the 
Columbia River (The Dalles, John Day, and Priest Rapids) and its tributaries 
(Libby on the Kootenai). The only major multiple-purpose dam of the main 
control plan not yet authorized is Hells Canyon Dam. This is one dam which, 
above all other Columbia Basin dams, can assuredly amortize its cost and 
accumulate many millions of dollars of surplus revenues from the sale of 
power. In view of the power shortage in the Northwest, Hells Canyon Dam 
appears to have a better chance of obtaining congressional authorization and 
appropriations than other dams which are receiving serious consideration by 
the Congress. Statements as to what Congress will or will not do, are expres- 
sions of personal opinion only. The Congress itself will decide whether it wishes 
to authorize the Snake River project, including Hel!s Canyon and Mountain 
Home. By opposing authorization of the Snake River project Idaho would 
endanger its opportunity for receiving an allocation of a portion of Hells Canyon 
surplus revenues toward payment of a substantial part of the cost of the irriga- 
tion features of the Mountain Home development. 

(7) Authorization of Hells Canyon Dam and Mountain Home will merely 
delay appropriations and work on Palisades Dam. 

Comment: The Hells Canyon and Mountain Home developments, and the 
’alisades development, are totaliy unrelated. The bill proposing authoriza- 
tion of Hells Canyon and Mountain Home has not yet been presented in Congress 
for consideration. The Bureau of Reclamation has recommended an appropria- 
tion for Palisades Dam, Officials of the Bureau and representatives of south- 
western Idaho water conservation project are maintaining constant contact 
with congressional committees and are doing all in their power to obtain favorable 
Senate action on an appropriation for Palisades Dam this year. 

While the proposed bill makes no mention of recreational aspects of the 
Snake River project, their importance is great. The Oregon and Idaho shores 
of the vast Hells Canyon Reservoir would permit development of recreational 
enterprises on an extensive escale. Since Hells Canyon Dam would be the 
highest dam in the world, and located in a setting of unmatched scenic grandeur, 
it would quickly take rank with Hoover Dam and Grand Coulee Dam as an 
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outstanding tourist attraction. In 1947, by actual count, 1,342,204 tourists 
visited Hoover Dam. In 1948, the number increased to 1,465,181; and in 1950, 
to 1,757,882. In 1950 alone, these 1,757,882 visitors to Hoover Dam spent 
approximately $25,000,000 in the Hoover Dam area. Our endorsement of the 
bill authorizing the Snake River project is motivated entirely by the wide- 
spread desire to see our arid lands brought under irrigation and our water 
resources utilized beneficially for the economic development of our State. But 
tourist travel and spending, as the recondary results of the construction of the 
Snake River project, are too substantial to be ignored. 

In concluding this report, we believe it is timely to reflect on the fact that 
southern Idaho would still be a desert if it were not for irrigation. Irrigation 
agriculture is the bedrock on which the economy of southern Idaho is founded. 
Irrigation agriculture, and irrigation agriculture alone, has built the well- 
developed communities of Weiser, Payette, Wilder, Parma, Nampa, Caldwell, 
Boise, Twin Falls, Gooding Idaho Falls, Rexburg, and many others. But we 
must not dwell in the past alone. We have a duty to look to the future. The 
population of the United States increased from 109,000,000 in 1915, to 150,- 
000,000 in 1950. It is conservatively estimated that by 1961 the population of 
the United States will have increased to 175,000,000. The Nation must look to 
western irrigation States for a larger proportion of its increased food needs. 
Qur own State of Idaho, with its abundant water resources, unre:laimed lands 
and excellent climate is more petentially able to assist in meeting these needs 
than any other Western State. Idaho's agricultural opportunities are expanding 
visibly with the rapidly increasing population and industrialization of the 
Pacific Coast States. Each year sees an increased demand in these States for 
Idaho's livestock, fruit, vegetable, and dairy products. We cannot remain 
blind to these opportunities. We must recognize that the future growth of 
southern Idaho and other sections of our State is irrevocably linked to future 
ilrrigation. The people of Idaho expect, and have the right to see new lands 
brought under irrigation in order that new opportunities in agriculture, business, 
and employment may be brought within reach of their sons and daughters 
and our growing population in general. No dispute over power sites should 
be permitted to push Idaho's vital and indispensable irrigation program into 
the abckground, and deny future development and opportunity to our people. 

In view of the momentous economic growth which the proposed Snake River 
project will bring about in the State of Idaho, your executive committee has 
requested endorsement of the proposed legislation by Idaho's congressional 
representatives, and the introduction of such legislation in the Congress. 

Your executive committee hereby acknowledges and expresses its deep appreci- 
ation for the effective assistance and support which it received in ite negotiations 
in Washington, D. C., and Boise, from individuals and organizations repre- 
senting water conservation and resource development groups in eastern and 
northern Idaho. 

Respectfully submitted. 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, SOUTHWESTERN IDAHO 
WATER CONSERVATION Project, INC. 


TEXT OF PROPOSED BILL 
(Interior Department draft, as revised April 16, 1951) 


A BILL To authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Snake River 
Project, Idaho-Oregon-Wyoming, and for related purposes 

Be it enacted* by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That for the purposes of controlling 
and utilizing the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries for beneficial 
uses, including generation of hydroelectric power and energy urgently needed 
for the national defense and the civilian economy, irrigation of lands, navi- 
gation and flood control, and for purposes incidental to any of the foregoing, 
including providing financial assistance to Federal reclamation projects, the 
following project is authorized to be constructed, substantially in accordance 
with the physical plan therefor as prescribed in the reports referred to here- 
inafter, by the Department of the Interior under the supervision and direction 
of the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred fo as the Secretary) who 
in prosecuting his activities under this section and in operating and maintain- 
ing such project, shall, except as otherwise in this act provided, be governed 
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by the Federal Reclamation Laws (Act of June 17, 1902, Stat. 388, and acts 
amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) : 

The Snake River Project, comprising initially: 

(a) The Hells Canyon Division, as described in Volume 2 of House Document 
Number 473, Eighty-first Congress, and as modified by the report of the Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation approved by the Secretary on —~--_--_-----_---_-----_- 
and (b) the Payette Unit of the Mountain Home Division, as described in V olume 
2 of House Document Numbered 473, Eighty-first Congress ; 

Provided, That no funds shall be expended on construction of any part of the 
Mountain Home Division, other than the Scriver Creek power facilities as 
described in the report of the Commissioner of Reclamation approved by the 
Gecreuy Oe er Sa , until the Secretary shall have trans- 
mitted to the President and the Congress a supplemental report including, 
among other things, his findings concerning the then current estimates of 
costs and benefits of the Payette Unit of the Mountain Home Division and 
concerning the repayment of the reimbursable costs thereof. The supplemental 
report provided for in this section shall be trasnmitted to the Congress im- 
mediately following the termination of the national emergency declared by 
the President by Proclamation 2914, dated December 16, 1950 (F. R. Doc. 
50-12013), but in no event later than during the term of the Eighty-fourth 


Congress. 
INTERPRETATIVE COMMENT 


Section 1: Section 1 of the bill is the important one so far as the authorization 
of the proposed Hells Canyon Dam and Mountain Home irrigation works are 
concerned. The introductory language of the section sets forth the purposes 
of the project, the major ones being the providing of financial assistance in the 
irrigation of lands and the generation of hydroelectric power. 

The project is referred to by name as the “Snake River project,’ and is de- 
scribed as consisting of Hells Canyon Dam and the Payette unit of the Moun- 
tain Home irrigation development. The Payette unit of the Mountain Home 
irrigation development consists of 192,000 acres of land located between Boise 
and Mountain Home. 

Irrigation of Mountain Home lands will be accomplished by diverting waters 
from the North Fork of the Payette River at Smiths Ferry, to the Middle Fork 
of the Payette River at Garden Valley. From Garden Valley, the waters will 
be conveyed through a tunnel to Mores Creek, which flows into Boise River, 
above Lucky Peak Dam. From Lucky Peak Dam, waters will be distributed by 
gravity flow over lands of the Payette unit of the proposed Mountain Home 
irrigation development. This diversion will be accomplished by a series of 
dams and tunnels, with power plants located at upper Scriver Creek and lower 
Scriver Creek to take advantage of the drop of 1,280 feet between the stream 
courses. 

On account of concentration of the national effort on the requirements of the 
defense program, and the curtailment of appropriations for less urgent pur- 
poses, the bill provides that actual construction of the Mountain Home irriga- 
tion development will be temporarily deferred. The authorization, or approval, 
of the irrigation development is, however, clearly set forth in the fore part of 
section 1. 

The bill would require the Secretary of the Interior to submit a supplemental 
report to the President and the Congress concerning the costs and benefits of the 
Mountain Home division of the Snake River project by not later than the term of 
the Eighty-fourth Congress. The term of that Congress will commence in 
January 1955. Such a report would include the studies that demonstrated 
how all the project’s irrigation costs would be repaid to the United States Treas- 
ury in accordance with the requirements of the Federal reclamation laws. This 
is commented upon in detail in the reference to section 2 (a). 

It is to be noted that this bill would permit immediate construction of the 
upper and lower Scriver Creek power plant features of the water diversion plan 
of the Mountain Home irrigation development. This exception is made because 
these plants can make available approximately 90,000 kilowatts of urgently 
needed firm peaking power within 4 years after construction of the plants is 


begun. 
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TExT OF PROPOSED BILL 
se e @ e e ® o 


Sec. 3. The operation of Hells Canyon division shall be only such as does 
not conflict with any present beneficial consumptive use, valid under State law, 
of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries, and as does not 
conflict with any future depletion of stream flows arising from future upstream 
diversions for beneficial consumptive uses under State law: 

(1) In a total amount which is reasonable and equitable for the irrigation 
of new and supplemental land developments which are, in total area, like those 
indicated in Chapter LV of the Substantiating Materials to the Hells Canyon 
Project report, as set forth in Volume 2 of House Document Numbered 473, 
LKighty-first Congress; and 

(2) In a total amount which is reasonable and equitable for future upstream 
consumptive uses for domestic, municipal, stock-water, mining, and industrial 
purposes. 

INTERPRETATIVE COMMENT 


Section 3 (1) and (2): This section clearly and definitely establishes the 
protection and priority of water rights in Idaho, upstream from Hells Canyon 
Dam, for present and future irrigation, domestic, municipal, stock raising, min- 
ing and industrial purposes. This means that the Snake River waters cannot 
be used at Hells Canyon Dam for power production and other purposes without 
limit and without regard for Idaho’s existing and future needs for water up- 
stream. All present water rights are fully protected. Future additional con- 
sumptive irrigation water rights to an extent of a total depletion of 3,048,000 
acre-feet are also protected. Likewise, reasonable and equitable quantities re- 
quired in the future for the other named purposes are protected. It is important 
to note that this protection and priority is to be exercised under State law. 
Therefore, control of the use of waters is vested in Idaho’s State officials, and 
not the Secretary of the Interior. This is a major and important recognition 
of Idaho's rights. 


TExT OF PROPOSED BILL 

Szo.4.(a) * * © 

(b) The reservation provided for in this section shall terminate at the end 
of five years from the date of the approval of this act unless a qualified State 
agency which is ready to act for the State in marketing the reserve power 
and energy, and in discharging the obligations of the State under contracts 
made pursuant to this section, shall be in existence at the end of such five-year 
period, 

(c) The reservation provided for in subsection (a) of this section shall be 
made effective in the following manner: Not less than four years before the 
first power is scheduled to become available from the Hells Canyon Dam power 
plant, the Secretary shall furnish to the State a schedule setting forth the 
amount of power and energy to become available from that plant and the dates 
at which such amounts will become available. The Secretary shall promptly 
notify the State of any changes in that schedule. The State shall, from time 
to time, give notice to the Secretary of such part of the reserved power and 
energy as it desires to purchase and of the date when it desires delivery of 
such part to commence. The delivery date in each such notice shall be con- 
sistent with the schedule, as it may be revised from time to time, and shall 
not, except with the approval of the Secretary, be earlier than two years from 
the date on which that notice is given. Notices given by the State shall not, 
without the Secretary’s approval, specify commencement of delivery of more 
than 100,000 kilowatts in any consecutive 12-month period. Any power and 
energy covered by a notice which is not purchased by the State by the delivery 
date specified in such notice shall cease to be reserved for the State, and any 
part of the entire reservation which the State has not purchased with the 
delivery commencing within eight years of the date when power first became 
available from the Hells Canyon Dam power plant shall also cease to be reserved 
for the State. To the extent, however, that delivery to the State of any part 
of the reserved power and energy is delayed by reason of its disposition to serve 
defense power requirements under subsection (d) of this section, the Secretary 
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shall so advise the State, and the time for its purchase by the State, pur- 
suant to appropriate notice, shall be correspondingly extended. A purchase, 
within the meaning of this subsection, shall have been effected, as to any 
part of the reserved power and energy, only if by the delivery date stated 
in the State’s notice therefor, the State shall have obligated itself for such power 
and energy by a contract or contracts, pursuant to subsection (a) of this section, 
under which charges for the availability of such power and energy shall begin 
to accrue on such delivery date. 


(d) Notwithstanding the reservation for the State made by this section, the- 


Secretary shall have the continuing right, for the purpose of meeting defense 
power requirements, as certified by the agency of the United States charged 
with the responsibility of allocating power supplies to meet defense require- 
ments, to dispose of reserve power and energy not contracted for by the State 
for such period or periods as he determines to be necessary to meet the defense 
requirements so certified. In each such case, the amount of reserved power and 
energy disposed of to meet such defense requirements shall become available 
for delivery to the State as soon as the Secretary determines that the reserved 
power and energy theretofore required to meet the certified defense load is no 
longer required for that purpose. 

(e) The reservation of power and energy made by this section shall not include 
power made available to the State from Federal power plants located wholly 
within the State, aid shall not be construed as a limitation upon the eligibility 
of the State as a preference customer under applicable Federal statutes to pur- 
chase power from the Hells Canyon Dam power plant, or other Federal power 
plants, in excess of the amount reserved for sale to the State by this section. 
Nor shall such reservation be construed as a limitation upon the authority of 
the Secretary to dispose of reserve power and energy to purchasers other than 
the State, for the period prior to the time of the required delivery of such power 
and energy to the State, or to dispose of unreserved power to purchasers other 
than the State, and any such disposition may be for use within the State or 
elsewhere. 

INTERPRETATIVE COMMENT 


* * * * « > a 


Section 4. (b): This subsection means that within 5 years of the date of 
approval of the proposed bill by the Congress and the President, the State, in 
order to have reserved to it the 300,000 kilowatts of power agreed upon, must 
have established a State agency which is qualified to enter into contracts for 
the purchase and resale of the power. It is estimated that 7 years will be 
required in the construction of Hells Canyon Dam. 

Section 4. (c): This subsection establishes the following procedure and 
schedule under which the State may take deliveries of power for resale: 

Not less than 4 years before the first power is scheduled to become available 
from the Hells Canyon Dam power plant, the Secretary of the Interior will 
submit to the State, a schedule setting forth the amounts of power which will 
become available on a series of succeeding dates. 

Consistent with the amount of power available, the State will, from time to 
time, notify the Secretary of the amounts of power which it desires delivered 
to the State, and the dates on which such deliveries are to commence. Unless 
the Secretary agrees, the State cannot obtain delivery of more than 100,000 
kilowatts per year, in consecutive years, and must give the Secretary at least 2 
years of advance notice concerning the date and the amount of each power 
delivery requested. The Secretary may elect to waive any portion of the 2-year 
advance notice period. 

The State is not required to take its deliveries of power under a schedule rigtdly 
fixed by date and amount. It may, for example, take 100,000 kilowatts in 1960 
and none whatsoever in 1961 or 1962. But it must take delivery of its entire 
allocation of 300,000 kilowatts within 8 years of the date when Hells Canyon 
power first became available to the State. 

Should the State give the required 2-year advance notice of a power delivery 
desired, and then fail to purchase the power by the time of the delivery date 
specified in such notice, then the amount of power covered by that particular 
notice would be lost and be unrecoverable to the State. 

A substantial amount of additional electric power is needed in Columbia 

sasin States by industries engaged in operations related to the defense program. 
Therefore, the next subsection, (d), of the proposed bill provides that any 
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portion of the power reserved to the State of Idaho which has not already been 
contracted for by the State, may be disposed of for the purpose of meeting such 
defense requirements, subject to reinstatement of an equivalent amount of 
power as part of Idaho’s reservation, after such defense needs have been met. 
In such an eventuality, however, the Secretary of the Interior is required to so 
notify the State, and to extend the length of time over which the State may 
exercise its right to take deliveries of power, by a period equivalent to that for 
which the reserved power was unavailable to the State by reason of the disposi- 
tion of such reserved power for defense purposes. 

Section 4. (d) : The meaning of this subsection is interpreted in the preceding 
paragraph of these comments, but it is appropriate to point out here, certain 
factors which are favorable to Idaho in the application of the provisions of this 
subsection. 

First, while no patriotic Idahoan would deny the priority of defense require- 
ments, this provision is applicable to only that portion of power reserved to 
Idaho which has not already been purchased by the State. No unpurchased 
portion of the power reserved to the State will be diverted to defense needs unless 
and until the Federal agency charged with the responsibility for making alloca- 
tions of power supplies for defense purposes, shall first certify that the block 
of power proposed to be diverted is in fact required for such purposes. 

Second, the temporary diversion to defense needs of any portion of the power 
reserved to Idaho, and the consequent probable extension of the 8-year period 
during which the State will be required to take delivery of its total reservation 
of power, may well provide the element of elasticity which some individuals 
feel is desirable in the schedule of purchases required upon the part of the State. 

Third, the proportion of Idaho’s reserved power which may be diverted 
temporarily to defense needs, does not loom so alarmingly, when it is con- 
sidered that several large hydroelectric dams now under construction in the 
Columbia River Basin will be completed before Hells Canyon Dam is completed, 
and thus make available quantities of additional electric power which will 
reduce the impact of defense requirements upon the block of power reserved to 
Idaho. Among others, Hungry Horse Dam in Montana, with installed capacity 
of 300,000 kilowatts, will begin producing its first power in December 1952; 
McNary Dam, on the lower Columbia River, with installed capacity of 980,000 
kilowatts, will begin producing its first power in December 1953; and Chief 
Joseph Dam, on the upper Columbia River in Washington, with installed capacity 
of 1,152,000 kilowatts, will begin producing its first power in December 1955. 

Section 4 (e): This subsection means that, in the event the State, or any 

private utility company or any other distributing agency should enter into 
contracts with the Federal Government for the purchase of power generated at 
the upper and lower Scriver Creek power plants or at any other Federal plants 
located wholly within the State of Idaho, such purchases shall not act to reduce 
the amount of Hells Canyon power reserved for purchase and resale by the 
State. This subsection also stipulates that the State may purchase more than 
300,000 kw of power, in the event that such excess is available. ‘This subsection 
further stipulates that until the State exercises its right to purchase Hells 
Canyon power, the Secretary may sell to others, either within or outside the 
State, and reserved Hells Canyon power which the State has not actually 
purchased for resale. However, upon issuance by the State of the required 
2-year notice of its intent to purchase power, the amount of power covered 
by such notice would be required under this legislation to be sold to the State, 
subject to the priority of defense requirements referred to earlier herein. In 
brief, this stipulation is designed to permit the Government to begin to accrue 
revenues from the sale of Hells Canyon power, notwithstanding delay upon the 
part of the State for any reason in exercising its right to purchase such power 
after it becomes available to the State. The remainder of this subsection 
provides that the Government may sell power which is unreserved to the State, 
to any other purchasers, whether located within the State of Idaho or eise- 
where. The Government already possesses this privilege, independently of this 
proposed bill, and consummation of such sales within the State of Idaho would 
be contingent on the willingness of the Congress to appropriate money for the 
construction of transmission lines, or the negotiation of agreements between 
the Government and existing utility companies for the transmission of such 
power over lines of the privately owned companies. This bill in no way changes 
the existing situation with reference to transmission lines. 


21139—52—ser. 20 21 
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TEXT OF PROPOSED BILL 


Sec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be required to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. 


CONCLUDING COMMENT 


A sincere effort has been made to keep our interpretative comment strictly 
factual. We have not attempted to read into the proposed bill, advantages to 
Idaho which do not exist. Nor have we attempted to conjure out of the bill's 
language, imaginary evils. 

In our negotiations with the Interior Department, we made many demands for 
Idaho. Any negotiation possesses its “give and take” characteristics, but we 
believe that the proposed bill which is here presented grants the most important 
of our demands for the protection of Idaho’s rights and assures the utilization 
of our Snake River water resources in a manner which will confer the greatest 
benefits upon the greatest number of Idaho people. 

Respectfully submitted. 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, SOUTHWESTERN 1DAHO 
WATER CONSERVATION PROJECT, INC. 


Mr. D’Ewart. Mr. Donart, one other question on water rights: 
would your State be better protected if you depended on existing 
reclamation law than to depend on section 2 as qualified ? 

Mr. Enetz. While he is looking at that, I would like to say to the 
gentleman from Montana that I just doubt very much if the Congress 
has the power to put the reservations in there that are mentioned in 
section 2. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I agree with you. 

Mr. Enate. The Federal Government does not own any water and 
whatever water it owns it acquires from the State and if the State is 
not willing to make the water available for this project, this project 
cannot be built. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is the very thing I am bringing up, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, would you yield to me? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I think it is important. I am giving the lawyer as 
well as these other witnesses a chance to tell their side of it. 

Mr. Enete. Let me go a minute further and then I will yield to the 
gentleman. 

What I am saying is that we have always understood that the 
States implemented these projects by making their natural resources 
available and that water is a natural resource that belongs to the 
State. It doesn’t belong to the Federal Government, and there is no 
way to implement the project without the States making the natural 
resource available. What this bill in effect says is that the water that 
shall be used shall not conflict with existing uses, valid under State 
law, and then as to future depletions, up the Snake River, which might 
of course affect the power production of the project and make it wholly 
useless, they protect themselves by saying that those uses, those future 
depletions cannot total more than what they regard as a reasonable 
and equitable amount, and for new and supplemental land develop- 
ments, in a total area, such as indicated in this House document, and 
further than that, that the total amount which is reasonable and 
equitable for future consumptive uses shall be—-that is for domestic 
and municipal and stock water, mining and industrial purposes. 

In other words, what they are trying to do here as I understand it 
is to say that they are going to freeze all the water uses and water 
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rights now existing on the Snake River above the Hells Canyon ry a 
ect, subject to only what they regard as reasonable, which would be 
those uses which did not in effect ruin this project. In other words, 
the project preempts the water so far as future depletion is concerned. 
The question I raise about that is how you can write any such a bill as 
that. I do not believe we can do it. I think that it would have to be 
written in reverse, but the condition would have to be put in the bill 
that the project could not be built until the water was available. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, I am very gratified that the gentleman 
from Montana originally and then the chairman have analyzed that 
particular point. Now in the last 3 days here we have been talking 
about some contest, that if this committee does not authorize this bill, 
then a private power company will perhaps be granted licenses by 
another agency over which we have no control, which will preempt the 
Federal Government from this development, but the chairman now has 
gotten right down to the very nub of this question and that is whether 
the people of the State of Idaho are going to say to what use the waters 
in that river are going to be put, or whether Mr. Chapman and Mr, 
Straus are going to say and I am very happy that the chairman has 
made the keen analysis that he made. In my opinion the reservation 
contained in section 2 is unconstitutional, affords absolutely no pro- 
tection to the water users in the State of Idaho and if this bill passes, 
irrigation as we have known it in 50 years in that State will be gone 
forever. 

Mr. Donarr. I would like to say this: the procedure that will be 
followed, and I believe I related this in my remarks this morning, is 
that the Bureau of Reclamation will go into the State Capital and 
file on this water. They will make a filing both in terms of cubic feet 
per second, and in terms of acre-feet. That filing will be in accord- 
ance with the laws of the State of Idaho. We have a statutory proce- 
dure, as I suppose they have in most of the Western States. They 
will make their filing in accordance with the laws of the State of 
Idaho and condition that filing upon—it will be upon the condition 
that it is subject to an appropriation for beneficial consumptive 
upstream use, 

Mr. Encte. That is truae—— 

Mr. Donartr. They would be submitting themselves to the jurisdic- 
tion of the State. The State has the right, certainly some right, to 
say whether or not such an appropriation may be made. 

Mr. Enate. The State has the whole right. That is the point we 
are getting to, and if the State is unwilling to commit this water for 
this purpose, and thereby limit the potential upstream uses, I do not 
see how the Government is going to build this project. 

Mr. Donart. As I say, the right would rest with the State. They 
would have the right. 

Mr. Enete. This is just a shot from the hip but my impression would 
be that if this project is ever authorized it is going to on to be au- 
thorized in such a way that there will be a firm commitment from 
the people who have the water, to wit: the State, that the water will 
be available for the project. Otherwise, we may throw away $350 
million because upstream uses will be permitted that will destroy the 
project. Now we have just about the same situation in California 
today. We have one of the most preposterous things occurring out 
there that has ever happened in history. We spent $400 million of 
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the Federal taxpayers’ money in California to build the Central Val- 
ley project. The Government took an assignment of certain filings 
made by the State itself on its own unappropriated water. Now the 
State of California has advertised for protest on whether or not that 
water previously filed on and assigned shall be used to implement the 
Central Valley project, and 63 separate individuals and corporations 
from northern California have come in and filed their protest against 
the diversion of the water to implement the Central Valley project 
on the ground that to do so would deprive them of water. We 
have a picture out there where we are liable to have a $400 million 
project with some dry canals and I hope that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion has learned something from that experience. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. And this committee sat on that at Sacramento last 
summer about as long as we are sitting on this problem. 

Mr. Ener. A very interesting problem. 

Mr. Poutson. It kept getting hotter every day. 

Mr. Bunce. Mr. Donart, at the present time, don’t you represent 
some farmers who are trying to secure 8 acre-feet from the Bureau ? 

Mr. Donarr. That is absolutely right. 

Mr. Buper. What if the Bureau does not say that is reasonable and 
equitable? What are you going to do about it? 

Mr. Donarr. We are going to sue them in court. 

Mr. Buvee. I think that answers my question pretty clearly. 

Mr. Ene. If you know how to get the Federal Government into 
court without its consent maybe you found out something I didn’t 
learn in law school. 

Mr. Donarr. We will enjoin the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Encte. We are going to try to wind up this cross examination 
tonight. This committee is not going to meet tomorrow. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I would like to clear up, since we have cleared up 
section 2 so beautifully, let’s now proceed with section 3. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Enate. Now, Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Chairman, it is 4:30. I don’t believe I will go 
into this section 3 and labor this long and complicated section, saying 
Idaho has to do this, that and the other thing, or they don’t get any 
preferential right to any of the electricity that would be developed 
from their own water and their own river and their own canyon. 

I personally think, and it is my view after reading it briefly and 
studying it only slightly, that they would be much better protected 
to delete this whole section and depend on the reclamation law as it 
is presently written. 

Mr. Enaur. Does the gentleman believe that present reclamation 
law protects areas of origin to the consumptive use of power generated 
at public plants? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The present law provides how it shall be distributed 
and which are preferential agencies, but it does not provide as to 
areas. ° 

Mr. Enoate. I am very interested because Nevada is over there now 
trying to grab some of our Shasta power. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is right. If they want to get good protection, 
do like Nevada did, and get a lump-sum payment out of revenue for 
this dam. 
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Mr. Donarr. I would like to say in that respect I do not like the 
State agency provision. I want to recall to your attention my opening 
remark that I was not saying that mechanically this bill was perfect, 
right down the line; merely that the project as far as water rights 
was concerned. 

Mr. Ener. Very well. Any further questions? 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, relative to the program, it seems to me 
the far more orderly procedure, and to which I certainly can’t antici- 
pate any objection, would be to have the technical witnesses of the 
Government here Monday and defer until Tuesday, Wednesday, and 
Thursday, the witnesses of the opponents. 

Mr. Eneir. That would be satisfactory with the Chair. The only 
reason it was suggested that we put the Government technicians off 
until Thursday was because the Chair felt that would be more con- 
venient to people from Idaho who have come in here at their own 
expense and are trying to get home. 

Mr. Buper. I am advised they are agreeable to having the Bureau 
witnesses on Monday and then they will follow. 

Mr. Encie. That provides for a better continuity of testimony. 
Mr. Straus, can your people be here Monday? 

Mr. Srravs. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Our people are at the committee’s 
convenience. They are here and will be here Monday and will be 
glad to testify the full allotted unexpired time Monday. 

Mr. Eneir. Very well. The order of the committee, then, is 
that the Government technical witnesses will be heard Monday, and 
Tuesday and Wednesday and Thursday will be reserved for the op- 
ponents to the bill, and the Members of Congress will have the sep- 
arate time after the Easter recess. Are there any further questions ? 
There are several statements here to be straightened up. Mr. D’Ewart 
and I examined the statements, the correspondence submitted by Mr. 
Fleming, and we see nothing objectionable about it. Without objec- 
tion, his correspondence will be made a part of the record. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 

MountTAIN HoME CHAPTER, IDAHO-OREGON 
Hetts CANYON ASSOCIATION, 
February 5, 1952. 
Mr. T. E. Roacu, 
General Manager and President, Idaho Power Co., Boise, Idaho. 
(Submitted through: Mr. E. E. Jacobs, manager, Idaho Power Co., Moun- 
tain Home, Idaho.) 

Dear MR. Roacu: We have recently organized the Mountain Home Chapter 
of the Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association. On the evening of February 
19, 1952, we are going to have a public meeting at the Legion Hall for the pur- 
pose of discussing the proposed Hells Canyon Dam and its relation to the Moun- 
tain Home reclamation project. 

We are aware that your company has in the past few months, through its 
employees, made a house-to-house presentation in many of the communities of 
southern Idaho of your arguments concerning Hells Canyon. 

As this project is the only one which offers any hope for the development of 
the Mountain Home desert, this community is more vitally interested than any 
other in southern Idaho. We feel that you have presented to the public only 
one side of the question and that a question as important as this should be pub- 
licly debated so that both sides can be given an opportunity to express their 
points. We understand that you have turned down several opportunities to 
debate this question publicly, possibly due to the fact that you consider you 
would be subject to abuse and criticism. I intend to personally monitor the 
discussions at this meeting and can assure you that we are only interested in 
facts and not in arguments, and if you care to take part, we will guarantee you 
a fair opportunity to cover your side of the question. 
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With all this in mind, we invite you, or, if necessary, challenge you, to have 

one of your representatives included on our speakers platform at this meeting. 
Please advise us, if possible, by return mail so that we can complete our pro- 

gram. 

Sincerely yours, 


Howarp K. FLEMING, 
President. 


IpaAHno Power Co., 
Boise, Idaho, February 12, 1952. 
Mr. Howarp K. FLEMING, 
President, Mountain Home Chapter, 
Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon Association, 
Mountain Home, Idaho, 


Dear Mr. FLemMInG: I have your letter of February 5 in which you describe 
the meeting you are planning to hold at the Legion Hall on the evening of 
February 19 “for the purpose of discussing the proposed Hells Canyon Dam 
and its relation to the Mountain Home reclamation project.” 

I can thoroughly understand your desire, and the desire of other Mountain 
Home people, to irrigate the desert lands adjacent to Mountain Home. Let me 
assure you that I share your interest in the reclamation and irrigation of land 
because all residents and businesses benefit Whenever new acres can be brought 
under cultivation on a sound basis. However, it must be apparent by this time 
that the Hells Canyon Dam proposal has scant, if any, relationship to the 
Mountain Home reclamation project except in the minds of those who wish to 
drum up local sentiment for the dam itself by dangling in front of local people 
the rather forlorn prospect of securing the Mountain Home authorization at 
the same time. 

Of course, you are familiar with the fact that the Mountain Home project 
was stricken out of the bill now before Congress and that this action was taken 
by the same Federal influences which continue to court local favor for the dam. 
An analysis of the Hells Canyon bill by a prominent Boise attorney had this to 
say on that point: 

“Section 1 of the bill authorizes the construction of the Hells Canyon and 
Scriver Creek power facilities, ‘for the purposes of controlling and utilizing 
the waters of Snake River and its tributaries for beneficial objects,’ including 
in the statement of purposes for such authorization, (1) generation of power, 
(2) navigation, and (3) flood control, ‘and for purposes incidental to any of 
the foregoing.’ 

“Tt is to be noted that any provision for the reclamation or irrigation of lands 
is purposely omitted. I say purposely, because such omission was by express 
mandate of a letter dated August 15, 1951, from the Director of the Bureau of 
Budget to the Secretary of the Interior. This letter stated that ‘With respect 
to the irrigation features of the Mountain Home project he (the President 
believes that they raise such questions of basic economic policy which can be 
applied to many other works of improvement that he is not in position to 
recommend their authorization at this time.’ Accordingly, it was required 
that any proposed legislation to be submitted to Congress under the present 
program would have to be limited solely to the authorization of the Hells 
Canyon and Scriver Creek power projects, eliminating any authorization of the 
Mountain Home project or other reclamation works. 

“No representation should be permitted to exist that H. R. 5743 is in any 
way a reclamation measure, or anything other than ptrely a public power bill. 
The proposed authorization of Hells Canyon is specifically stated to be ‘for the 
purposes of controlling and utilizing the waters of the Snake River and its 
tributaries’ for the objects expressed in the bill, first among which is ‘the 
generation of hydroelectric power.’ ” 

Certainly this act of divorcement cannot lead to the conclusion that the way 
to assure irrigation of the Mountain Home desert lies through the path of 
building Hells Canyon Dam. 

It would seem to be much more to the point, and much more realistic, if all of 
us would unite forces in the promotion of sound reclamation and irrigation on its 
merits instead of placing our reliance for the accomplishment of this upon the 
manipulation of the political objectives which some Federal agencies are busily 
fostering. 
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Parts of the Mountain Home project are more feasible to irrigate than others. 
Under present conditions it might be possible to irrigate a substantial proportion 
of the desert lands near Mountain Home as a first step toward ultimate complete 
development of the area. Would it not be much more advantageous for the people 
of Mountain Home to unite behind such a program? We would be glad to join 
with you in an investigation of these possibilities. 

With reference to your invitation to take part in a debate on February 19, I 
am forced to assume the debate would primarily center around the proposed 
Hells Canyon power project. As stated above, I do not believe this is the realistic 
way to approach the objective of reclamation and irrigation of the Mountain 
Home desert, nor do I believe such a debate would be productive of any material 
accomplishment in that direction. My observation of and experience with public 
debates of this kind is that they accomplish very little in the way of informing 
the general public. 

If, however, you wish to have the merits of the present Hells Canyon issue 
aired, let me suggest that two meetings be called by an impartial organization, 
such as the Mountain Home Chamber of Commerce, for the purpose of per- 
mitting each side of the Hells Canyon question to be presented separately, with 
adequate time in each instance for a complete and orderly presentation and 
questions. We will be glad to present our views for critical examination to such 
a meeting. 

Rut for the purpose of considering ways and means of irrigating the desert, 
a different type of meeting than the one you have in mind would, in my opinion, 
be much more productive. 


Yours very truly, 
T. E. Roacn. 


MountTAIN HOME CHAPTER, 
IpAHO-OREGON HELLS CANYON ASSOCIATION, 
February 7, 1952. 
Hon. LEN JorDAN, 
Governor of the State of Idaho, Boise, Idaho. 

Dear Sir: The Mountain Home chapter of the Idaho-Oregon Hells Canyon 
Association wishes to extend to you an invitation to speak at their meeting the 
evening of February 19, 1952, at the Legion hall. 

The community of Mountain Home is vitally interested in the Hells Canyon 
Dam as it ties in with the comprehensive development of the Snake River Valley 
in geenral, and the Mountain Home project in particular. It has more to gain 
if this plan succeeds and more to lose if it fails than any other area in the State. 
As the Mountain Home project is one of the largest contemplated reclamation 
plans in the State of Idaho, we feel that as Governor of the State, you must also 
consider it of prime importance. 

There have been many conflicting statements made concerning this project and 
what it would and would not do for the State of Idaho and the Mountain Home 
reclamation program. We have issued invitations to the following individuals: 
Mr. T. E. Roach of Idaho Power Co., Mr. Jim Brown of the Idaho Daily States- 
man, Mr. Nelson of the Bureau of Reclamation, Mr. Albert C. Ullman, president 
of the Hells Canyon Association, and Judge Sewell Stanton, of Malheur County, 
Oreg., to speak on this program. We are interested only in facts and not in 
arguments and we feel that this is the only way that the issue can be truly 
clarified. 

We listened to your talk at Idaho Falls at the State reclamation meeting last 
summer. We feel that since that time you have had an opportunity to give the 
matter much thought and study. We hope you will accept this opportunity to 
speak on this vital issue, which is now pending in the Congress of the United 
States and is so important to the State of Idaho. 

Please advise us by return mail, if possible, if you will be able to attend so 
that we can complete our program. 

Sincerely yours, 


Ipano-OreGcon Hetts CANYON ASSOCIATION, 
Howarp K. FLEMING, 
President, Mountain Home Chapter. 
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STATE OF IDAHO, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Boise, February 11, 1952. 
Mr. Howarp K. FLEMING, 
President, Hells Canyon Association, Mountain Home, Idaho. 

Dear Mr. Fitemina: I regret that I shall not be able to accept your invitation 
of February 7 to attend your meeting of the Mountain Home Chapter of Idaho- 
Oregon Hell’s Canyon Association, on February 19, at Mountain Home. I shall 
be in Portland on that date to attend a meeting of the CBIAC. 

I am very much interested in the Mountain Home project but I am not able 
to find authorization for this project in the present Hell’s Canyon legislation 
pending before the Congress. 

You interest in getting the facts about Hells Canyon is most commendable, 
and I wish I could attend your meeting. 


Yours truly, 
LEN JorpAN, Governor. 


Mr. Eneir. Mr. Ullman has submitted some more statements. 
Without the necessity of the court reporter writing these up, they 
will be made a part of the record. I mean by that there is no use of 
the court reporter writing out all of these and the committee having 
a folio charge on it. They will become a part of the record. When 
these hearings are printed, as they will be, these statements will be 
printed in proper order as part of today’s proceedings. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE WASHINGTON PustLic Utiniry Districts’ Assocra- 
TION, SEATTLE, WASH., IN SUPPORT OF THE HELLS CANYON DAM PROJECT 


My name is I. R. Woods, commissioner of the Okanogan County Public Utility 
District No. 1 in the State of Washington. I am serving as president of the 
Washington Public Utility Districts’ Association, which association is comprised 
of membership from the 29 county public-utility districts serving water and 
electric customers throughout the State of Washington. Slightly over 183,000 
electric customers are served by our utility members. It is my desire to submit 
this written statement in support of the Hells Canyon Dam project, which 
authorization bill is now before this subcommittee. 

Our support for this particular project represents the views of a substantial 
portion of the people of the State of Washington, as reflected through their locally 
elected public-utility officials, such as myself. Our support of this particular 
project is based on the need for a balanced development of the comprehensive river 
program in the Pacific Northwest by the Federal Government. Balance must 
be maintained between run-of-the-river type dams and storage dams to level out 
seasonal flow fiuctuation. Additionally, balance must be maintained to answer 
the problems of power flow due to load fluctuation, with the location of generation 
as near to the load centers as possible. The project has been proven (a) feasible 
from an engineering standpoint, (b) to materially add to the region’s and Nation’s 
vitally needed electric power energy resource, and (c) to provide needed im- 
provement for flood control and navigation. 

However, the issue of most vital concern in this particular project is the need 
of maintaining a balance in the river-development program. As the committee 
would know, the major States lying within the Columbia Basin area are Wash- 
ington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana. An analysis which considers the presently 
existing Federal dams, plus those now under construction, coupled with the 
existing and developing load centers and the seasonal fluctuation of stream flow 
of the two major rivers, the Columbia and the Snake, will readily prove the need 
for this project. 

Actually there are two distinct divisions or areas of power utilization estab- 
lished in the location of the Federal dams on the Columbia River and the pro- 
posed dams on the Snake River when related to the load centers which must be 
served. These divisions are established by the well-accepted engineering fact 
that the best development in an electric utility is one which places your generat- 
ing facilities the shortest distance from your load center. 
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At present in the northern division, created by this power-flow requirement, 
you have a major load center in the Puged Sount area around Seattle and Tacoma ; 
another load center in the middle section toward the east between Wenatchee and 
Spokane, Wash.; with a rapidly developing load center in western Montana, 
Likewise in this northern division there presently existed Grand Coulee Dam, 
along with the now-being-completed Chief Joseph Dam. On further east is the 
Albeni Falls Dam in northern Idaho and the Hungry Horse Dam in western 
Montana. Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph are primarily run-of-the-river dams, 
while Albeni Falls and Hungry Horse are storage dams. The need of balancing 
run-of-the-river dams by means of large storage dams is a recognized engineering 
fact to level out the seasonal fluctuation in river flow. 

During the summer months the requirements of the major load center on the 
west coast drops off, and thus you will have available energy from Grand 
Coulee and Chief Joseph Dams which will flow east toward Spokane. This 
power goes on east into western Montana during the period that water is 
being stored at Albeni Falls and Hungry Horse Dams, with a very low output 
of power. In the winter the loads in the major load center toward the west 
is at a high demand and necessitates bringing the energy the shortest distance 
from Chief Joseph and Grand Coulee to that area. In the meantime, water 
storage behind Hungry Horse and Albeni Falls is to be released providing 
for a large amount of at-site generation, along with the firming up of power at 
Grand Coulee and Chief Joseph. Not only will the power being generated 
at Hungry Horse carry the Montana loads, but additionally the flow of power 
will then be west toward the middle load center around Spokane and Wenatchee. 
Again in this type of an operation you have a balanced program whereby flow 
of energy is the shortest distance between the point of generation and point of 
usage, along with a balance between storage dams and run-of-the-river dams. 
This situation in the northern division is factual and all projects are currently 
under construction. 

Now, in giving consideration to the southern division, which is set up by 
the various load centers and the engineering fact governing flow of power, 
you will find the same type of loads as in the northern division. A western 
load center, which is a major one, is centered in the lower Columbia region 
adjacent to Portland, Oreg. The center-load area in this southern division is 
around the Hanford atomic energy plant area. The developing load center in 
the southern division is over in southern Idaho. In this southern division we 
presently have the Bonneville Dam, with McNary Dam and The Dalles Dam 
now under construction. All of these dams are run-of-the-river type dams, 
Again with the seasonal fluctuation in electric loads, as well as river runoff, we 
find the need in maintaining a balanced river development program for an 
easterly flow of power in the summer and a westerly flow of power in the winter. 
Then, too, you find the need for a large storage-type dam located in this southern 
area near your power loads with low summer output and high winter output. 
The maintaining of this type balance is very essential to the region and the 
Nation in order to get the utmost benefits from the two major rivers in the 
Columbia Basin area. Hells Canyon Dam furnishes the balance in the North- 
west development, without which such development will be most costly to the 
Nation financially as well as wasteful of this Nation's resources. Although the 
power portion for these Northwest projects is repaid to the United States 
Treasury with interest, waste of money and resources by the building of an 
unbalanced development should not be permitted just to satisfy those with per- 
sonal interests who oppose the Hells Canyon Dam project. 

It is not our intention to consider specific portions of the proposed authorizing 
legislation, although there are certain portions with which we do not necessarily 
agree. The need of special power allocations, or the establishment of the Snake 
River Basin account, can best be answered by the experience which we have 
had from the Grand Coulee Dam project which is wholly within the State of 
Washington. The residents of this State have not felt it necessary to ask for 
Special reservation of the power output from this project, nor from any of the 
other major dams. Our attitude has been that the location of the project itself 
will answer the fear of inequities in sharing of the benefits. It is our feeling 
that the specific State, or interregional problems of this nature, can be met 
fairly to all as the need to answer inequities or possibilities of inequities arise 
at a later date. Our main interest is to maintain a balanced developed program, 
and we respectively ask favorable consideration by your committee for author- 
ization of the Hells Canyon Dam, 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES T. WHITTAKER, SECRETARY-MANAGER, RUPERT CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE, RUPERT, IDAHO 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Charles T. Whit- 
taker. I am secretary-manager of Rupert Charber of Commerce, Rupert, Idaho. 
This brief represents my personal views. 

Rupert is a small city located in the center of an extensive irrigated farming 
area on the Minidoka irrigation. One of the first Reclamation projects in the 
United States set up under the 1902 reclamation law. I have been a taxpayer, 
water, and hydroelectric power user on the Minidoka project for 23 years. 
Rupert is a town which is almost entirely dependent on agriculture for its 
livelihood ; however, even though we have good diversified agriculture economy 
in our area, there is a continuing problem of seasonal employment among large 
numbers of farm workers. It is my responsibility to consider ways and means 
by which industries with stable, year around payrolls may be persuaded of the 
advantages of locating in our town. Such new enterprises would absorb much 
of the semiskilled and unskilled workers who are earning wages only part of 
the year, bringing also, more stable, year around business to presently estab- 
lished businesses. Also, benefits of stimulation of service and statellite indus- 
tries to the local economy and would make a new and increased tax base, as 
well as the increased activity stemming from expanded demand for goods and 
services by persons who heretofore would have been living at barely more than 
subsistence levels. The Rupert Chamber of Commerce, recognizing these local 
needs has adopted over the years since 1946 as their major objective, the com- 
plete development of the Minidoka north side pumping project. This project 
joins the present Minidoka project on the north. A large majority of the people 
in and around Rupert favor and support the Bureau of Reclamation in their 
plan for developing this project. This project’s development is fully dependent 
on low-cost hydroelectric power for pumping of gravity under ground water 
and domestie uses. This need for low-cost electric power is but one of the many 
such needs in this area. Because of increased demands for electric power, a 
shortage now exists on the presently developed part of the Minidoka project. 
This is especially true in Rupert. We must now depend on supplemental power 
to meet our needs in far greater quantities than can be generated at Minidoka 
Dam. 

I feel very strongly that when the large quantities of low-cost electric power 
generated at Hells Canyon Dam are made available to southern Idaho, that my 
town will be able to compete on fairly equal terms with other communities to 
attract new industry. Moreover, the farmers and businesses in this area will 
in turn share, not only from new enterprise in the immediate vicinity but from 
the inevitable rapid increase in population which has always come about in 
areas where great blocks of cheap electric energy have become available. Such 
a population increase will provide more of a local market for the crops we now 
produce and to a considerable extent reduce that part of their overhead attribu- 
table to long-haul freight rates. Even now much of Idaho farm and dairy 
produce is sold to areas in nearby Oregon, Washington, and California, where 
the increase in population has exceeded the opening of new farm lands to pro- 
vide locally produced food. 

I would like to see the farmers of southern Idaho benefit in savings, also, on 
their phosphate fertilizer so badly needed to produce crops in soils that are 
rapidly being depleted of needed minerals. The best and only way by which 
the benefits of low cost commercial fertilizer can be passed on to the farmers 
in savings of $5 to $8 per ton is by the development of our great phosphate 
deposits in southern Idaho, and here is another development that depends on 
getting low-cost power, and to get this low-cost power we must have projects 
such as Hells Canyon Dam. 

I can see no great threats to existing or future water rights in the legislation 
now being considered by this committee. As I have pointed out to you, I have 
been a water user under the Reclamation Act of 1902 for 23 years. I have yet 
to know of anyone losing their water rights. Without taking the committee’s 
time for details I would, however, like to point out that I have observed that 
the present leadership supposingly representing a majority of the water user’s 
groups in the upper Snake River Valleys are contending that Hells Canyon 
legislation, being sponsored by the Bureau of Reclamation, would take away 
present and future water rights. Such an attitude on their part, if true, is a 
clear indication of lack of faith and appreciation in our Government and the 
Bureau of Reclamation. A majority of these same water users I have referred 
to have never had any water rights taken away from them by the Government 
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or Reclamation but rather, have been given more and better water rights, taken 
from reserved waters for the Minidoka north side pumping project out of the 
American Falls Dam Reservoir, and at the same time their Government has 
helped them by subsidizing them in the purchasing of these new rights. 

I have no fear of power rights holding preference over established irrigation 
water rights under the present reclamation law and in view of the constitution 
of Idaho and various decisions of the higher courts on water rights, there is, 
however, no protection or safeguard for irrigation rights after waters have 
been allocated to a public utility for generating power. It is unfortunate for 
our State that its present leaders do not recognize the need for low-cost power 
and hydroelectric power development. This same attitude was true until 2 years 
ago relative to the construction of Palisades Dam in our State. I hope our 
neighbors in Oregon and Washington will be as patient and considerate in deal- 
ing with citizens of Idaho in this Hells Canyon matter as were the good people 
of Wyoming in the compact agreement worked out on the Palisades Dam 
project. 

I am sure the strongest opposition in Idaho to Hells Canyon legislation stems 
from Idaho’s private-power companies and I know this committee will recognize 
this and will not be moved by such opposition in considering the true facts and 
merits of this legislation. I am one who has faith in the United States of 
America, in this committee, and in our democratic process. If there is any 
better and clearer language that should and can be used to make double assur- 
ances in this legislation that you are now considering, I am sure no person or 
group advocating the construction of Hells Canyon Dam would hesitate one 
minute to have it inserted in the form of an amendment or otherwise to this 
bill. And, in connection with what I have just said and in looking to the future 
of reclamation I should like to emphasize this point which this committee should 
never forget—without low-cost power and revenues derived from power to help 
pay that cost of an irrigation project which the farmers cannot underwrite, 
there will be no future irrigation projects under present policies of repayment. 
Thus, you can see the true significance and need for constructing projects like 
Hells Canyon Dam. In its construction lies the hopes of those who want more 
reclamation to obtain land, grow more crops to feed an ever-growing population, 
and those who want to see industry and more private-business enterprises come 
as it has in our neighboring States of Oregon and Washington. Without it, these 
hopes will have little chance of realization. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity to 
present this brief to you. If there are any questions I will be glad to answer 
them. 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE PRATT, Nyssa, OREG. 


Gentlemen, the entire development of the Northwest depends on the building 
of Hells Canyon Dam, in the Snake River between the States of Oregon and 
Idaho, by the United States Government. 

Idaho has some of the Nation’s greatest phosphate beds. At present they are 
being slowly developed by acid method. By this method the farmers only get 
18 percent available phosphate and on each 100-pound bag must pay freight on 
82 pounds of worthless ground rock. Therefore, at present, the Idaho phosphate 
business will never be anything except a local business without United States 
Government power. With our rapidly rising population the farmers must have 
cheap fertilizer to raise sufficient cheap food. 

The power cartel owns a complete monopoly on power in this area, and is 
willing to spend thousands of dollars to keep that monopoly. It has stated that 
it will have no chance for expansion if Hells Canyon Dam is built. It has lots 
of sites left in Bruneau Canyon, in Hagerman Valley, on the Salmon River, on 
the Clear Water River, and on the Malad River, to name a few. 

The charge has heen made that Hells Canyon Dam would rob upstream water 
rights. To think that the Bureau of Reclamation would undo all they have done 
for Idaho and eastern Oregon by building one dam is too silly for consideration, 
and is an insuit to the intelligence of the people of this area. The Bureau has 
always had to fight the Power Trust. The Bureau fought the Power Trust to 
a standstill before each dam of the West was built. The Power Trust stalled 
off Owyhe Dam in Malheur County, Oreg., for 20 years. The trust stalled off 
Black Canyon Dam in Idaho for 25 years, and it fought all others including 
Bonneville Dam and Grand Coulee Dam. 
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The charge has been made that Government dams pay no tax. Consider the 
50 percent write off the Power Trust is getting in this area. Consider the taxes 
paid by thousands of workers, home owners, and factory workers who come to 
cheap Government power. The private-owned dam is never paid for while the 
Government dam has a set payoff date. 

I was born and raised here and in my life have seen all this area develop from 
sagebrush to lush prosperous farms in the valleys. I saw 3 generations of 
farmers go broke trying to pump with Idaho Power Co. rates on such projects as 
Gem irrigation district, Snow Moody, Dead Ox Flat, Shoe String, and countless 
private pumps. They all failed because Idaho Power Co. rates were too high. 
I have seen industry after industry try to survive and fail because of excessive 
power rates. The only manufacturing here is sugar refining. The sugar refin- 
eries generate their own power with coal shipped in from other States. 

In view of the foregoing, you are respectfully requested to take such action 
in your committee as will assure the speedy construction of Hells Canyon Dam. 





STATEMENT OF WILLIAM F. JouNSTON, MANAGING EpitTor, LEwIston MorNING 
TRIBUNE, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


My name is William F. Johnston. I reside at Lewiston, Idaho, where I am 
managing editor of the Lewiston Morning Tribune. I offer this statement on 
behalf of Hells Canyon Dam as a private citizen and not in any official or public 
capacity. 

The committee doubtless will consider carefully testimony presented by en- 
gineering and legal experts. My statement can only be nontechnical and phrased 
in a layman’s language. But I am convinced that the basic issues in the Hells 
Canyon Dam proposal are not technical nor exclusively within the province of 
experts but are fundamental questions which every citizen has a right and, in- 
deed, an obligation, to express opinions on to the best of his ability. 

The basic question is whether the rivers of the Pacific Northwest shall con- 
tinue to be developed under the direction of the Federal Government for the 
public benefit under a comprehensive program which makes the fullest possible 
use of running water. This was the basic question when Grand Coluee Dam 
was proposed. It is the basic question underlying the debate over Hells Canyon 
Dam. 

I am not talking now about public versus private distribution of power. That 
is a separate issue which should be judged on its separate merits. I am not 
talking about irrigation water rights versus power rights, although that question 
of course must be answered by any advocate of Hells Canyon Dam. I am not 
talking about “free enterprise versus socialism” which, in my opinion is an ex- 
treme distortion of the issue—although an argument which must, of course, be 
answered. 

I am concerned about preserving the Federal Government's legal right and 
moral responsibility to build multipurpose dams according to a comprehensive 
engineering plan in the vast Columbia basin to harness the waters of the North- 
west’s great rivers for the benefit of all the people of America. 

If the Federal Government does not do this great job no one else can or will. 
If the Congress of the United States, without regard to partisan differences or 
political alinements, cannot grasp the vision of harnessing our rivers then the 
chance will be lost forever to make the Northwest's river system on of the 
greatest marvels of the world. 

I think we have a tendency to forget the great things in pursuit of small de- 
tails. We calculate the stream flow and never see the river that we measure. 
We estimate the kilowatts and never hear the roar of falling water. We bicker 
over “rights” to acrs-feet of water and never lift our eyes from law books long 
enought to understand that every man and every beast was given “rights” by 
God Almighty to all the water he could use without injuring others long before 
we had a law books to inspect. We preoccupy ourselves with such abstractions 
as the rightful claim of one “free enterprise” to circumscribe the growth of 
others—but never see the great majestic rivers sweeping toward the sea. 

I will base my case upon the rivers. The engineers know what they do. The 
lawyers know who they belong to. I only know what they are. 

The Snake river in a twisting, sometimes rushing, sometimes placid stream 
which winds from the mountains to the mighty Columbia in an awe-inspiring 
disregard of State boundaries or the current divisions of political parties. It 
was there when the first Indian crept through a thicket to slay a deer he found 
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drinking there. It will be there when our children’s grandchildren go to the 
river again to draw the sources of life—whatever kind of life by then may repre- 
sent America. And the river has a law of its own. 

The law of the river is that men shall use the waters as long as they do not 
harm their fellow man. Each man shall take what he needs and no more, for 
the rest belongs to the land and the people of the land. The law of the river 
is that men shall not deplete its watersheds of cover, shall not pollute its 
waters, shall not ignore its power for good or evil, and shall not waste its 
rolling waters. Man shall not break these commandments of the river without 
suffering for it now or in the years to come. Man has a right to use the river by 
constitutional and moral law. Man has no right—and no act of any legislature 
can give him the right—to destroy or waste the river which is God’s gift to all 
men. This is not stated in any convention resolution nor in any party platform, 
It is, however, the law of the river. 

What are t':e uses men nay make of the river? 

First, man may drink from it and the beasts may drink and leave it clean for 
others to drink. 

Second, man may take the water he needs to irrigate his crops, so long as he 
does not leach or destroy the land which is “his” land, but also the land of 
his children’s grandchildren. 

Third, man may use the river to generate power to turn the wheels of industry, 
as long as he does not waste life-giving water in the process, 

Fourth, man may use the river to sail his boats, if he leaves room for other 
men to sail their boats. 

Fifth, man may use the river to help uncover the minerals hidden in its 
banks, if he does not destroy the river for use by other men. 

Sixth, man may block the river and build great reservoirs to store the crest 
of floods, if he does not usurp the water rights of other men downstream. 

Seventh, man may use the river for his pleasure—to fish and swim and camp 
or simply listen after hectic days in town to murmuring waters, provided he 
grants the same rights to other men. 

Regardless of resolutions or platforms or acts of congress or the directives of 
appointive officials, this is the one right way to use a river, for this is the law 
of the river. 

Can the river be used in so many ways by so many men in our complex society 
without violating the river’s law? Yes. How can this be accomplished? By 
the construction and proper management of integrated, multi-purpose dams. 
There is no other way it can be done, so this, of fundamental moral necessity, is 
the way to do it. 

After man and beast have drunk their fill in the Wyoming mountains, the 
river flows on to the irrigation ditches of southern Idaho. After man has drained 
off what he needs to raise his crops, the river rushes through the mighty gorge 
that is Hells Canyon. From there it flows on, largely wasted and sometimes 
destructive in its flood-tide fury toward the sea. 

But if a high dam were built in Hells Canyon the river would pause there. 
The great turbines would spin out wealth and national power, even as they spin 
at Grand Coulee. The boats would ply the great lake behind the dam. Fisher- 
men and campers and tourists would gather there. New industries would spring 
up within the radius of the Hells Canyon kilowatts—and they would be private 
industries if the lesson of Grand Coulee can be used here as a guide. The 
wealth generated by the sale of low-cost power would flow in part back to the 
National Treasury, for this would be an investment by the whole Nation, not a 
Federal gift to the Pacific Northwest. Perhaps Congress would see fit to use 
part of this wealth to reclaim vast new lands in the Mountain Home region of 
Idaho, for surely this would be a fitting purpose when the times are right for 
reclaiming land. 

None of these things could be accomplished in the same way or to the same 
extent by the construction of 4 or 5 or even 10 little low-head dams by private 
capital in the same area. Even at the site alone the benefits of the low-head 
dams would not even approach those of Hells Canyon Dam. They would offer 
less power for defense industry or peacetime progress. They would offer no 
recreational nor navigational benefits. They would offer no possibility of help- 
ing finance reclamation developments in the future. 

But the contrast at the site between the two proposals is minor by comparison 
with what happens as the river courses onward toward the sea, 

If private industry claimed the great Hells Canyon Dam site, the water flowing 
over the low-head dams would be truly “water over the dam.” Private industry 
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could not regulate the supply of water for navigation, flood control, recreation, 
power production or reclamation further downstream, even if it wanted to and 
had any incentive to do so for the basic and obvious reason that it would lack the 
storage capacity to regulate the flow of the river. 

Private industry could not build (or, at least has not proposed) a multipurpose 
dam because a private power industry has the single purpose of producing 
power cheaply enough to sell at a profit. This is perfectly normal and reason- 
able. But it is not enough to satisfy the law of the river nor the needs of all 
the people who depend in so many ways upon the river for their present needs 
and their future progress. 

Where would the water go after it spilled over Hells Canyon Dam? 

If the Congress carries on the multipurpose river development program under 
the comprehensive program which so far has done so much to strengthen the 
Northwest and the Nation, the water might flow one day into another massive 
project, the Nez Perce Dam. Long before then, if the program is continued, it 
should be filling the reservoir behind Ice Harbor Dam, that vital producer of 
power for the Hanford atomic project. Then it would go on down the Columbia 
over McNary, the Dalles, and Bonneville Dams. 

And at every stage downstream, the power to control the flow of water pro- 
vided by the storage capacity at Hells Canyon would affect the supply of water 
at each utilization site. Holding back a flood crest at Hells Canyon would 
enable Ice Harbor to hold it back still more. Releasing water for power or navi- 
gation at Hells Canyon would increase the efficiency of downstream dams accord- 
ingly. The “water over the dam” at Hells Canyon would not be wasted nor 
destructive water but water which could be regulated and used over and over 
again according to the needs of the people and according to the law of the river. 

I think there is no sound argument that can be used against the over-all 
program of multipurpose river development if the basis of judgment is what 
contributes most to the maximum utilization of our precious natural resources, 
I think there is no other valid basis of judgment. 

Nevertheless, certain arguments have been advanced against multipurpose 
river projects in general and Hells Canyon Dam in porticular. I believe all of 
them can be answered easily. 

1. It is claimed that water rights of irrigators are not protected adequately 
under the proposed legislation. 

This does not appear to me to be true, but if a guaranty of “reasonable and 
equitable” supplies of irrigation water is not enough, then let the wordage be 
changed to amendment until this ghost is laid to rest. I think nobody denies 
the right of farmers to lay first claim to the water flowing past their farms—pro- 
vided they do not waste nur spoil the river for others. Let this issue be judged 
by the law of the river. 

2. It is claimed there would not be enough water in some future years to fill 
the Hells Canyon Reservoir in low water season. 

I think the engineers can adequately refute this claim. But if there is any 
possible foundation for it in fact, it only emphasizes the need for building a 
high dam with storage capacity to store water during the runoff season. If 
there is any question of water supplies, we must not allow the construction of 
little low-head dams that provide no storage capacity. 

3. It is claimed that “all the power from Hells Canyon Dam would be sent to 
Washington and Oregon.” This is obviously false since the legislation clearly re- 
serves a block of power for Idaho. Undoubtely additional power would be avail- 
able for Idaho from this dam as the need for it developed (as the need for low- 
cost power always develops) and as other projects are completed to serve Oregon 
and Washington. But it should be borne clearly in mind that this would be a 
project of the United States. The Nation would invest its money in this project 
with assurance of getting good returns on its investment. The project can be 
justified as a national investment in a national program. It cannot be justified 
and should never be presented as a “pork barrel project” for the exclusive bene- 
tit of any one State. 

4. It is claimed that this is “100 percent the affair of Idaho” and that the whole 
waterways program should be developed by interstate compact rather than the 
Federal Government. 

When the constitutional provisions regarding interstate commerce and navi- 
gable rivers are amended and when the Snake River limits its flow to a single 
State I will be impressed with this argument. Such a position, it seems to me, 
is clearly an attempt at unlawful and unwarranted encroachment by State gov- 
ernment upon the proper domain of Federal Government—an enrcroachment at- 
tempted in spite of the obvious fact that the Federal Government program of mul- 
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tipurpose river development is working very well insofar as it has grown so far 
and in disregard of the fact that no State government in the Northwest has either 
the resources or the necessary plan to take over this great program. 

5. It is claimed that Hells Canyon Dam would be “a step toward a CVA.” 

Hells Canyon Dam would be one productive unit in the plant equipment of the 
multipurpose river development program. The Columbia Valley Authority 
would be an administrative agency to operate such a system. But the system is 
operating now without a CVA. It could continue to operate without a CVA in 
the future. The addition of one more unit in the over-all project system would 
not make a CVA necessary. What is needed, of course, is some kind of integrated 
operation which we now have or which we might have under some other plan of 
operation, for without some kind of integration in operation precious resources 
will be wasted. Even foes of the Hells Canyon project recognize this—one of 
them recently proposing for example, that a “supreme water master” be set up 
under an interstate compact to direct the over-all river program, a sort of “States’ 
rights CVA,” as it were. This whole argument is more propagandistic than fac- 
tual. What is needed to meet the needs of the Nation and the Northwest is the 
integrated production plant. Congress is fully capable of setting up a program 
for operating the plant or of changing that program from time to time as the needs 
of the Nation require. 

6. It is claimed that Hells Canyon Dam would be “socialistic” and would in- 
fringe upon the rights of “free enterprise,’ meaning, in this case, one particular 
private power company. 

I think this argument is erroneous and even dishonest. For more than half a 
century this Nation has recognized that a public utility company is not a “free 
enterprise” in the sense of a corner grocery or a garage. Instead, such utility 
companies have been granted monopoly rights to develop public resources under 
public direction and control for the benefit of the public. There is nothing new or 
“socialistic” about this. It has been going on ever since the first franchise was 
granted to an electric power Company. There has never been any legal justitfica- 
tion for a theory that a private industry should have unrestricted rights to 
exploit public property, such as the Snake River, to the detriment of the whole 
public and even to the detriment of other “free enterprises.” I think that there 
can be no doubt whatever that Hells Canyon Dam would contribute immeasurably 
more benefits to the whole public than would five low-head dams. I think that 
Grand Coulee has shown that great, key, multipurpose dams built by (and only 
by) the Federal Government have done more to stimulate the development of pri- 
vate enterprise than have small, single-purpose private dams. 

It may be argued whether any particular program for distribution of power 
produced at a public project adequately safeguards the interests of a private 
power company, but that issue is separate from the issue of building Hells Canyon 
Dam. Federal laws governing the sale of public-generated power may be changed 
as Congress sees fit. The plant to produce this power and to serve the Nation in 
many other ways cannot be built or unbuilt so easily. 

America needs this great key dam in its northwest river system. ‘Free enter- 
prise” has not proposed to build this dam and cannot possibly build it now or in 
the future to provide the necessary multiple use of running water. Only the 
Federal Government can build it. The law of the river demands that it be built. 

7. It is claimed that this dam would “cost too much of the taxpayer’s money.” 

This is simply untrue. Hells Canyon would be an investment by the taxpayer 
upon which he would get cash returns as well as the multiple benefits of the 
project itself. Other Federal river projects in the Northwest are paying their 
way out far ahead of schedule. Hells Canyon Dam would earn lots of money— 
which, of course, is why a private industry is fighting it. This is one of the few 
true investment chances of the Federal Government. This is one of the few cases 
in which the taxpayer would really get his money back with interest. 

8. Finally, it is claimed (when every other basic argument against Hells 
Canyon Dam has been refuted) that one “just can’t trust” the Federal Govern- 
ment to keep its agreements or to live up to the stipulations cited in Federal 
legislation. 

This is perhaps the saddest commentary I yet have heard upon our times, and 
yet I have heard it from high State officials and a Member of Congress. We, the 
people of the United States, are the Federal Government. If we don’t like the 
Federal Government we can change it with our secret ballots in a free and open 
election. If we don’t trust the Federal Government, over the long haul, we don’t 
trust ourselves. And if we don’t trust ourselves, what can we trust? 
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Well, we can trust Hells Canyon Dam. We can trust Grand Coulee Dam, 
built by the same agency of our Government. The great, massive structure of 
concrete and steel, will be there turning out power, controlling the waters for 
flood control, irrigation, navigation and recreation, fulfilling the law of the river 
when our children’s grandchildren are living off the wealth created by the river 
and, perhaps, debating who they can trust. 

We have built well against great odds and with great vision for the future 
so far along the great rivers of the Pacific Northwest. At Grand Coulee and 
Bonneville we have seen the vision vindicated and the dreams come true. We 
have not yet reached our future greatness; we have not even filled our pressing 
present needs. So we must keep the vision before us. It should be easy now 
that we can see the results so plainly. There must be no turning back now 
when we have almost achieved our goal. 

There will be no turning back if we keep the goal before us, regardless of the 
fashions in politics or the shifting sands of opinion. And the goal, for all of 
us who live and grow or shrink and die according to the dictates of the river, 
is to live by the law of the river. 

The river says that man shall use what he can use but shall deprive no other 
man of his right to use. This means we must use the life-giving waters over and 
over again. This means we must build multipurpose dams. And deep in the 
deepest gorge in North America a great key dam for all America is waiting to 
be built. 





STATEMENT OF DoNALD C. TRELOAR, PRESIDENT OF FLATHEAD VALLEY CITIZENS 
COMMITTEE, KALISPELL, Mon’. 


Development of the resources of the Northwest should be a matter of direct 
concern to all citizens of the Northwest. It is with good citizenship motives in 
mind that I present this brief statement on behalf of the Hells Canyon project. 

The arguments being used against Hells Conyon are by and large the same 
arguments which were used against Hungry Horse Dam, which is now being 
completed in northwestern Montana. These reasons follow a very systematic 
propaganda approach and tend to confuse the real issues involved, as well as to 
make open-minded appraisal of the project a near impossibility for the average 
citizen. 

The stealing of water rights, the bugaboo of diversion of the power away from 
Idaho, the prevention of future development in the upstream areas, the attempt 
to link a worthy project to the CVA issue, are all familiar to the people of 
Montana. Strangely enough, at least one Senator and one Congressman from 
the State of Idaho are telling the people of Idaho that the building of Hells 
Canyon Dam, with the necessary transmission lines, would take away from Idaho 
a great power resource and this, they say, would be a terrible thing. Only 
recently these same two Members of Congress were advocating the diversion of 
power from Hungry Horse Dam out of Mentana into what the Idaho Senator 
called “a more critical production point.” This outstanding inconsistency leads 
many of us in Montana to feel that some of the leadership in the State of Idaho 
is insincere and perhaps their voices are tinkling cymbals in a symphony of selfish 
interest. 

Power contracts which have been written to date on Hungry Horse power have 
not only given Montana its just share of the power supply, but they have already 
opened up great opportunities for private enterprise to flourish. The industrial 
developments already made by the Victor Chemical Co. and the industrial expan- 
sion planned by the Anaconda Copper Mining Co. in Montana are made much 
more econoinie because of the adequacy of the power supply from Hungry Horse. 
Apparently the Montana Power Co. too will be greatly benefited, not only by eddi- 
tional power from the Federal system, but by tremendously increased firm power 
at existing plants. 

We feel that Hells Canyon project should be built at once. We understand 
it is SS percent reimbursable and that nonreimbursable allocations involved in 
the cost of the project are very highly justifiable for flood control, navigation 
and other purposes. We sincerely hope that this committee will grant the neces- 
sary money for the early construction of the Hells Canyon project so that the 
great water resources may go to work for the benefiting primarily of the people 
of Idaho by enhancing the opportunities for industrial and agricultural growth. 
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STATEMENT OF A. W. MOLTKE, CHAIRMAN, INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AND POWER 

COMMITTEE, UMATILLA COUNTY, OREG., DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION; VICE 
3 PRESIDENT AND MEMBER OF Boarp, Prtor Rock LUMBER Co.; VICE PRESIDENT, 
MEMBER OF THE BoArD AND TREASURER, OREGON Fipre Propucts, INc. 


I shall herewith write my experience regarding industries’ interest in maximum 
power development. 

Briefly, my experience as chairman of the Industrial Development and Power 
Committee of the Umatilla County of Oregon Industrial Development Commission 
is that during the past year and a half my committee made several attempts to 
interest new large industries to locate in our county. These industries replied 
that sufficient low cost power was not available in this area, so they could not 
consider the area as a possible site location, Our commission then decided that 
if the area was to go ahead industrially, we must first see that more power was 
made available for this purpose. The need for maximum power development 
from the water resources of the Columbia River and its tributaries was apparent. 
Our entire commission was in accord that storage dams such as Hells Canyon 
and Hungry Horse were needed to control the wasted spring runoff of the 
Columbia Basin. This was unanimously agreed upon after careful study, and by 
hearings for and against Hells Canyon. Speakers from Inland Waterways were 
heard. Idaho Power Co. speakers gave us a 24-hour talk on the power com- 
pany’s side of the controversies. We took the trouble to hear both sides so that 
we might judge fairly. Our feelings were, and I speak for a 40-man county-wide 
group, that it would waste from the over-all power production potential approxi- 
mately 1 million kilowatts of industrial energy if the high storage dam was not 
built and Idaho Power Co. was allowed to take over that section of the Snake 
River and erect low-water, nonstorage, non-flood-control dams whose combined 
maximum output would not equal the one high dam. 

: Our commission felt that the benefit to all the dams downstream having a 

a combined potential of over 11 million kilowatts was alone enough to justify 
the Corps of Engineers’ proposal in Hells Canyon. However, there is a definite 
flood control value plus boat access to minerals within the present inaccessible 
canyon, It was also felt there was some recreational value attached to a lake 
within the walls of this primitive and scenic wonderland, this canyon of the 
Snake. 

Speaking from my own industrial standpoint as vice president and treasurer 
of Oregon Fibre Products, Inc., I wish to state that my Company Was over a year 
getting a commitment on 6,000 kilowatts of firm power for this new industry 
that we are going to build at Pilot Rock, Oreg., when all other details are out 
of the way. 

This new industry will use the mill and forest waste material from Pilot 
Rock Lumber Co. This recovery from this waste will bring to this area annually 
approximately $8 million. The saving of this wasted resource was and is de- 
pendent on sufficient power. This power is coming from Grand Coulee Dam and, 
of course, the commitment had to be authorized by Bonneville. 

This power will be transmitted and sold to us by Pacific Power & Light Co., 
our local power company. We feel this private company will also do a fine job 
of servicing so that a minimum of power interruptions will result. They are 
able and willing to do that. We are quite happy with this arrangement. As ¢ 
man from industry, I believe that private industry should do any job they are 
able and willing to do. If the job is too big for private industry, then our 
Federal Government must get behind these projects so that maximum utilization 
of all our resources will be obtained. 

A bridge was under construction at The Dalles, Oreg., spanning the Columbia 
River. Now a dam is being built down there. The work on the bridge has been 
stopped. The thousands of man-hours and concrete used thus far in the bridge 
have been wasted. 

Let’s not make the same type of national blunder in our over-all river program 
by putting in a low-head dam where a high dam sould be. Hell’s Canyon high 
dam is vitally necessary for the full development of our resource. 





STATEMENT OF TED TRUEBLOOD, NAMPA, IDAHO 


My chief interest in Hells Canyon Dam springs from the effect that it will have 
on the sports of hunting and fishing, and the opportunities that it will create 
for all kinds of outdoor recreation—boating, camping, sightseeing and others. 
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I am a professional writer. My income is derived solely from the stories and 
articles that I sell on fishing, hunting, nature, conservation and other topics 
with an outdoor background. 

Because of this, I have had the opportunity to enjoy the out-of-doors in many 
different regions and I am, perhaps, better qualified than most to evaluate the 
effect that Hells Canyon Dam would have in this area. I have fished many of 
the reservoirs that were created by large Government dams, including several 
of the TVA lakes, Lake Texoma, on the Texas-Ok!ahoma border near Denison, 
Tex., Lake Mead, Owyhee Reservoir, in eastern Oregon, and others. 

In every case, the building of such a dam was a godsend to the sportsmen in 
the area affected. The tourists who visit Boulder Dam each year are counted 
and the figure is impressive, but the thousands of anglers who come from all 
over the West to fish Lake Mead are not so easily tabulated. Nevertheless, it 
has provided millions of man-hours of healthful recreation in an area where 
there was no fishing before the dam was built. 

Denison Dam on the Red River checked a muddy stream and created a beau- 
tiful, clear lake. It filled for the first time in 1945. During the 1948S—49 travel 
year 3,000,000 people visited its shores. It provides boating and other water 
sports, and spectacular fishing, in an area where there was virtually none before. 
Its two national wildlife refuges attract and hold ducks and geese and have 
created outstanding waterfowl hunting. 

This has been the case so often—in fact, almost without exception wherever 
dams creating large reservoirs have been built—that a complete tabulation of 
them would be monotonous. By way of contrast, all of the small, privately 
constructed power dams that I have observed have been destructive of fish 
and wildlife. Many of them are “peaking” dams, and cause a violent daily 
fluctuation of the water level, both in the reservoir and on the stream below. 
Their backwaters, which are never large, create no fishing, hunting, or other 
recreational opportunities. 

In the Hells Canyon area there are two alternatives: One is the building of 
Hells Canyon Dam by the Bureau of Reclamation; the other would be a series 
of so-called low-head dams by the Idaho Power Co. 

From the standpoint of the sportsman, there simply can be no comparison. 
The small dams would block the runs of steelhead and salmon as effectively 
as the high one, but would offer nothing in return. Their small reservoirs 
would create no fishing, no hunting, no boating. 

Hells Canyon Dam, with its 93-mile reservoir, would open up wonderful new 
possibilities for outdoorsmen in an area that is now largely inaccessible. En- 
tirely aside from the value of the dam as a tourist attraction, the recreational 
opportunities would be almost limitless. I have been through this canyon along 
the Snake River. Once the reservoir filled, there would be countless interesting 
arms to explore by boat. Several small side streams that flow in would provide 
trout fishing. There would be thousands of good camping spots, some of which, 
of course, eventually would be occupied by resorts. And the reservoir itself, 
judging from others that I have visited, would soon provide excellent fishing 
for bass, crappies, and other warm-water species, as well as a resting spot for 
migrating ducks and geese—in addition to all the other recreational opportuni- 
ties that any large body of water creates. 

All in all, I believe that the building of Hells Canyon Dam would be the 
greatest possible good fortune that conceivably could befall the sportsmen of 


this area. 


STATEMENT OF F, M. BISTLINE, PoCATELLO, IDAHO 


I have for a number of years been deeply concerned over the tentative and 
inadequate manner in which-eastern Idaho's greatest natural resource—her 
vast reserves of phosphate rock—have been developed. Responsibility for this 
failure can be laid at the door of the two privately owned electric utilities, 
Idaho Power Co. and Utah Power & Light Co. For despite their comforting 
assurances that they are constantly supplying needed generating capacity for 
the expanding demand for farm fertilizer, no such end has been accomplished, 
nor is it likely to be. 

In my own city of Pocatello the Westvaco Chemical Co., a subsidiary of the 
Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., has been in operation for several years. It 
has steadily added to its array of electric furnaces with which it processes raw 
phosphate rock, and as far as my knowledge extends, is probably the largest 
single customer of the Idaho Power Co. Nevertheless, Westvaco is doing nothing 
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to provide phosphate for farm fertilizer. Its end product is elemental phos- 
phorus for use in various commercial detergents and for defense purposes. 

The Monsanto Chemical Co. at Soda Springs is now in the process of con- 
structing a large plant for reduction of phosphate rock by use of the electric 
furnace process, from energy purchased from Utah Power. Again, not one ton 
of the finished product will be used on farms, as, like Westvaco, it produces 
elemental phosphorus, 

It can be safely stated that the only reasons that these two plants located in 
Idaho were: (1) Proximity to the source of the raw material; (2) the highly 
profitable nature of elemental phosphorus the market price of which is $300— 
$400 per ton, with the result that the proportion of the unit cost attributable to 
electricity is not a decisive factor. 

At the present time two large farm cooperatives are ready, willing, but not 
able to install electric furnaces near their eastern Idaho phosphate leases to 
process phosphate fertilizer so acutely needed by the farmers of this and most 
other areas in the Nation. These two concerns are the Pacific Supply Coopera- 
tive, with headquarters in Walla Walla, Wash., and thousands of members 
throughout the Pacific Northwest, including Idaho; and the Central Farmers’ 
Fertilizer Co. of Chicago, its large membership in the Midwest. 

The wholesale price per kilowatt-hour quoted to Mr. Charles Baker of the 
Pacific Supply Cooperative by the Idaho Power Co. was 5 mills. Mr. Clyde 
Bunting of the Chicago concern, while not divulging exactly Utah Power & 
Light’s quotations, has stated that they were far too high to make use of electric- 
ity in an economic fertilizer operation. He added that to operate an electric 
furnace fertilizer plant at a profit the rate should be near 3 mills, and that to 
maintain adequate replacement of the phosphorus in the soil of our Nation's 
farms would require more sulfur than our total national production. 

Not only do the high rates for power quoted by the area’s two electric utilities 
interdict new enterprise which would expand the fertilizer industry, but Idaho 
Power’s policy of quoting different industrial rates to different concerns, and 
constantly increasing those rates to the one company already producing ele- 
mental phosphorus—Westvaco—will certainly provide little incentive for other 
such businesses to establish their plants here. For example, in 1947 Westvaco’s 
first contract with Idaho Power provided firm power for two furnaces with a 
95-percent load factor at 3.53 mills per kilowatt-hour. In subsequent contracts 
for additional electric furnaces, that rate has continued to ascend until the last 
7,000 kilowatts contracted for in 1951 were sold to Idaho Power at 4.74 mills 
per kilowatt-hour, an increase of 1.21 mills in about 4 years, or over one-third. 

I definitely question whether any large company, aware of Westvaco’s experi- 
ence, would care to locate in this area. And it is significant that Monsanto's 
firm power contract with Utah Power & Light contains an escape clause whereby 
if cheap Federal power becomes available the agreement will be terminated. 

In view of the estimates by Bonneville Power of expected power loads in this 
area (if adequate low cost power comes in) it is impossible to visualize how the 
Idaho Power Co. expects to meet them with its potential generating capacity 
along the Snake River, and in light of its strong opposition to the proposed La 
Grande—Baker intertie of the Bonneville Power Administration, which would 
enable the company to increase its firm power output by connecting with the 
Northwest power grid. 

Our sole hope to develop the phosphates of eastern Idaho, therefore, lies in 
another direction from Idaho Power and Utah Power & Light. It lies in the 
construction of the high dam at Hell’s Canyon. The State of Idaho alone would 
receive more firm power by far than the total year-round electric energy now 
placed on the line by Idaho Power. ‘The price for industrial energy to this section 
would not exceed 3 mills. And the price would be based on a standard postage 
stamp rate system to all customers. Moreover, the intertie between Hell’s Can- 
yon and the lower areas of the Columbia would make available to us additional 
power developed below as our needs would grow. For the economic stimulus to 
this and other areas of this State by the new power generated at Hell's Canyon 
Dam will provide an accelerated demand for every kilowatt it can produce, until 
even that great dam’s supply will be insufficient, and we will be tapping the other 
projects on the lower Snake and Columbia to help meet our needs. Industry 
follows cheap power. Historically demands have inevitably exceeded the in- 
crease in generating capacity, unless a wise Congress foresees this and provides 
for an orderly pattern of construction, as has been blueprinted by the compre- 
hensive development plan for the Columbia and its tributaries drawn up by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of United States Army Engineers. I urge 
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that you gentlemen act with foresight now, and recommend the immediate 
authorization of Hell’s Canyon Dam, without which a great source of wealth 
tremendously important to every farmer in our Nation, will never be tapped to 
its full potentialities. 














STATEMENT OF THE OREGON STATE GRANGE IN Support oF LEGISLATION 
AUTHORIZING CONSTRUCTION OF HELLS CAaNyon DAm 










The Oregon State Grange was one of the first organizations in the North- 
west to actively advocate the early construction of Hells Canyon Dam. In 
1947, the Grange referred to the voters of Oregon a law (S. B. 99), which had 
been sponsored by the Idaho Power Co, and enacted by the Oregon Legislature 
to assist and encourage the Idaho Power Co. to construct the Oxbow Dam. 
Construction of the Oxbow Dam would have made impractical the construc- 
tion of Hells Canyon Dam. At the general election in 1948, the popular 
State-wide vote on the referred legislation was in effect a choice between the 
development of the middle Snake River by private power interests through the 
construction of low dams and the construction of the Hells Canyon Dam by 
the Federal Government, 

The voters of Oregon sustained the referendum by a vote of 242,100 to 118,004 
and thereby voted against the low dams and in favor of Hells Canyond Dam. 

The Oregon State Grange by its referral of Senate bill 99, by the adoption of Z 
resolutions at each annual State convention commencing in 1947 and by active 
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cooperation on a local, county and State level with organizations working for ¢ 
the construction of Hells Canyon Dam has evidenced its support and approval q 
of this program. The proposed legislation has the enthusiastic support of 4 
the more than 30,000 Oregon State Grange members. 4 
Our support of this dam is based upon the following facts: a 
(1) Hells Canyon Dam is an integral part of the Columbia Basin develop- 3 


ment. Without it, the multipurpose values of the Columbia River development 
program would be substantially diminished. The Hells Canyon Dam is a 4 
keystone in this program. 

(2) Hells Canyon Dam is necessary to develop an effective flood control 
program for the lower Columbia River. Without it, there is no storage and 
stream flow regulation of the Snake River system. 

(3) The stream-flow regulation that will be provided by Hells Canyon Dam 
is necessary if the full navigation potential of the Columbia River is to be 5 
realized, 2 

(4) The stream-flow regulation that will be provided by the Hells Canyon 
Dam will substantially increase the firm power production of the McNary, 
The Dalles, the Bonneville and other dams to be constructed on the lower 
Snake and Columbia rivers. 

(5) Hells Canyon Dam will provide the low power in quantities and at a 
location that is necessary for the development of the Nation's largest phosphate 
resources. The need for additional phosphate fertilizers to preserve the Na- 
tion’s soil and to increase farm production is well established. Such a de- 
velopment will mean a savings of millions of dollars annually in fertilizer 
costs to middle western and western farmers. 

Respectfully submitted. 


ai 


ELMER, McCuure, 
Master, 
BerkTHA J. BECK, 
Secretary. 
Mr. Enere. If there is nothing further, the committee will stand 
adjourned until 10 o’clock Monday morning. 
(Whereupon, at 4:30 p. m., the committee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a, m., Monday, March 31, 1952.) 
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MONDAY, MARCH 31, 1952 


House or RepreseNnTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION _ 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 o’clock, the Honorable Clair Engle 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Eneix. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
will be in order for the further consideration of H. R. 5748, a bill 
by our colleague, Mr. Murdock, to authorize the Snake River recla- 
mation project. 

The Chair has a letter from the Secretary of the Interior, Mr. 
Chapman, dated March 31, 1952, which I will read. 


During the course of the current hearing on H. R. 5743, a question has arisen 
as to the omission from section 1 of a reference to irrigation of lands. 

A close reading of the entire bill, including particularly the provisions of 
section 4, leaves no doubt in my mind that (a) the Snake River project as a 
whole, as distinguished from the initial phase which would be immediately 
authorized by the bill, will ultimately include divisions having as their physical 
purpose the irrigation of arid lands; and (») one of the important purposes 
of the project is that of providing financial assistance to such irrigation divi- 
sions as will be added to the project in the future. 

I concede, however, that these important irrigation purposes of the project 
are not apparent from section 1 of the bill. It seems to me that as a matter 
of precise statutory draftsmanship, every step should be taken to clear up any 
possible misunderstanding arising from the present language of section 1. 
Accordingly, I suggest that section 1 be modified as follows: 

(1) On page 1 in line 7, after the comma following the word “economy” 
insert the phrase, “irrigation of lands,” and on the same page— 

(2) In line 8, after the comma following the word “foregoing” insert the 
phrase, “including providing financial assistance to Federal reclamation 
developments,”. 

May I request that this letter be made a part of the record of the current 
hearing. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L, CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Without objection, the letter is made a part of the record. 

We have six witnesses on technical matters 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, you haven’t yet received unanimous 
consent to put that in the record, have you ? 

Mr. Enete. I said without objection. Do you object? 

Mr. Buper. I object, unless at that same point in the record I am 
permitted to make a statement in —_ to the Secretary’s statement. 

Mr. Enere. Without objection, the letter will be admitted with 
a comment by Mr. Budge. You may submit your comment for the 
record, Mr. Budge. 
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(The comment is as follows :) 


COMMENT BY CONGRESSMAN BUDGE ON SECRETARY CHAPMAN’s LETTER OF 
Marcu 31, 1952 


In order to keep the record straight, I feel bound to point out at this point 
in the record that I have viewed the elimination of irrigation from this project 
with a great deal of disappointment and with considerable dismay. 

Although no member of the Idaho congressional delegation was furnished by 
the Secretary with a copy of this legislation prior to its introduction I had the 
opportunity of examining at least two drafts which were more or less widely 
circulated in the State of Idaho. 

Prior to this final draft which was introduced, those drafts included “irriga- 
tion” as a stated purpose of this legislation, even though the actual benefits were, 
to say the least, nebulous. The final draft, of course, does not even state “ir- 
rigation” to be a purpose, and from a reading of the bill and from the testimony 
thus far it is patently obvious that no irrigation benefits are included. It 
would seem an empty gesture to make the insertions suggested in the Secretary's 
letter. 

Hamer H,. Bupse, M. C. 

Mr. Enate. Mr. Harold T. Nelson, regional director of the Bureau 
of Reclamation, Boise, Idaho, Mr. L. N. McClellan, Chief Engineer, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Denver, Colo.; Mr. William A. Dittmer, 
power manager, Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oreg.; 
Earl D. Ostrander, controller, Bonneville Power Administration ; 
Frank Clinton, assistant regional director, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Boise, Idaho; H. R. Stinson, regional counsel, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Boise, Idaho; will you gentlemen all come forward and take the chairs 
arranged here for you? 

You gentlemen have all prepared and submitted, I believe, formal 
statements. Can you each summarize your formal statements in 
around five minutes? Is that too short? 

Mr. Nexson. I will summarize mine, Mr. Chairman, in that or less. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask this group in 
view of the Secretary’s letter, which says: 

Snake River project as a whole, as distinguished from the initial phases 
would be immediately authorized by this bill. 


Are you gentlemen all ready to talk on the whole of the Snake River 
development this morning, and justify it? 

Let me read the Secretary’s letter again. 

The Snake River project, as a whole, as distinguished from the initial phase— 
and I thought up to now we were talking about the initial phrase— 
which would be immediately authorized by this bill. 


Now, are you gentlemen ready to talk on the whole of the central 
and upper Baske River development this morning, and justify it 
before this committee as the Secretary’s letter indicates? 

Mr. Stinson. Mr. D’Ewart, I don’t think that you are reading 
that in its whole context. What he is saying there, if I understand it, 
is that the Snake River project as a whole, ultimately will have this 
relationship to irrigation. So far as this bill is concerned, we are 
still talking about authorization only of the initial phases. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is what I thought. Let me read the letter 
again: 

The Snake River project, as a whole, as distinguished from the initial phase, 
would be immediately authorized by this bill. 
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Now, that is wholly different from what we have been talking about 
up to date. 

Mr. Srivson. Let’s read that again, carefully: 

A close reading of the entire bill including particularly the provisions of 
section four leaves no doubt in my mind that (@) the Snake River project as 
a whole, as distinguished from the initial phase which would be immediately 
authorized by this bill, will ultimately include divisions having as their physical 
purpose the irrigation of aridlands * * *. 

The present bill is still talking about the initial phase so far as 
authorization is concerned. On the other hand, we are saying that 
the Snake River project, as a whole, does have an irrigation purpose. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. You are not arguing this morning that this bill au- 
thorizes the whole project ? 

Mr. Stinson. No, indeed. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is the point I wanted to clear up. 

Mr. Encie. May we proceed to brief summaries not in excess of 
5 minutes and then the whole panel will be subject to examination 
on your specialties ¢ 

Mr. Nelson, are you prepared to proceed with a brief summary é 

Mr. Newtson. Mr. Chairman, yes. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD T. NELSON, REGIONAL DIRECTOR, BUREAU 
OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BOISE, 
IDAHO 


Mr. Netson. My statement undertook to describe the physical works 
proposed for authorization by H. R. 5743. In the interest of brevity I 
would ask permission to insert that statement in the record in full. 

Mr. EnGiE. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record 
at the conclusion of your extemporaneous remarks. 

Mr. Netson. I think it would be appropriate in view of the mis- 
understandings that have occurred during the past several days briefly 
to describe the works which would be authorized by H. R. 5743. They 
consist of the Hells Canyon division, which would be Hells Canyon 
Dam and Reservoir estimated to cost $356 million as explained to 

ou yesterday, and in addition, the Payette unit of the Mountain 
ome division, which consists only of the Scriver Creek power fa- 
cilities, estimated to cost an additional $47,900,000. 

The two, though physically separate, are treated in the bill inte- 
grally for purposes of repayment only, although each are separately 
feasible. Thus, the total cost of the physical works proposed by this 
bill would be $404 million, of which 90 percent would be returnable 
to the Treasury within 50 years with interest, and the benefit-cost ratio 
of the entire development would be about 114 to 1. I should like 
to point out that both units were described, and the basic data 
for both units was contained in House Document 473, but since that 
time, due to design improvements and changes, also due to the work- 
ings of cost indexes, they have been modified as explained in the re- 
ports, approved by the Secretary dated May 11, 1951, so it is necessary, 
in order accurately to evalute the Snake River project, to consider both 
House Document 473 and the reports approved by the Secretary on 
May 11, 1951. 
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Now, I would like to take just a moment to describe the area covered 
by the Snake River project bill illustrated on this particular map. 

As has been brought out, Hells Canyon Dam and Reservoir are on 
the Snake River in the canyon, on the border between Idaho and 
Oregon about 104 miles downstream, or noth, of Weiser, Idaho, some 
108 miles upstream or south of Lewiston, Idaho. 

The reservoir formed by that dam would extend some 93 miles up- 
stream, about 11 miles below Weiser. The reservoir will flood about 
19,000 acres of land, of which only about 1,800 are now in cultivation, 
the balance being largely grazing land, and half of that is now owned 
by the Government. Now, there are but two small towns in the entire 
reservoir area, total population of less than 100 people, assessed val- 
uation of less than $5,000 for both of them. The assessed valuation 
of all of the reservoir area is less than $1 million. The largest single 
item probably would be the Oxbow plant of the Idaho Power Co., 
with an installed capacity, I understand, of about 2,600 kilowatts and 
I understand that is not now operating. 

I believe the assessed valuation of this plant is something in the 
order of $128,000. 

There are no major railroads or highways crossing the reservoir 
area, because of its inaccessibility and remoteness, except at the ex- 
treme upper end, so there will be very little loss of tax values, and 
very little in the way of major dislocations by virtue of this project, 
particularly in comparison with present experience on the main stem 
of the Columbia River. 

I would like to turn for a moment if I may to the Scriver Creek 
development. This is built around utilizing the present Cascade Res- 
ervoir on the North Fork of the Payette River, 650,000 acre-feet al- 
ready built as part of the Boise project, taking that water across the 
divide to the Middle Fork, through a power head of 1,280 feet, the 
first 400 feet through the upper Scriver Creek plant, 37,500 kilowatts, 
then 800 feet more, to the lower Scriver Creek plant, 60,000 kilowatts, 
to Garden Valley. 

Now 425,000 acre-feet of that space will be physically usable at some 
time in the future for the irrigation of Mountain Home lands. There 
will be no water from Hells Canyon Dam and Reservoir physically 
usable for irrigation by direct diversion from the dam, although it 
would be possible to pump from the Snake River downstream but 
probably not from irrigation releases as such. 

In conclusion, IT would like to point out that of the $47,900,000 cost 
of the Scriver Creek facilities, only $111,000 will be nonreimbursable. 
All of the balance will be returned to the Treasury in 50 years with 
interest. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT DescrRIBING PHysIcAL Works Proposep For AUTHORIZATION Bry 
Harortp T. Netson, RecionaAt Director, ReEGIon 1, BurEAv oF RECLAMATION, 
Borse, IpAno 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the physical works proposed 
for authorization by the legislation now before you consist of Hells Canyon 
Dam and Reservoir of the Hells Canyon division and the Seriver Creek power 
facilities of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division. These two divi- 
sions, which are physically unrelated, comprise the specific authorizations pro- 
posed by the Snake River project bill. Other witnesses to follow will explain 
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in more detail the several engineering, financial, and legal aspects of the pro- 
posed project. 

As you may know, the Bureau of Reclamation was assigned the responsibility 
for multiple-purpose storage and power projects for the Snake River Basin above 
Grande Ronde River as a part of the approved comprehensive Columbia River 
development plan embodied in the interdepartmental agreement between the 
Department of the Interior and the Department of the Army, entered into April 
11, 1949. 

The Bureau of Reclamation is not a newcomer to the Snake River Valley. 
The Snake River project proposals are the culmination of a long series of highly 
successful irrigation and power developments vital to the economy of south 
Idaho and eastern Oregon that date back to the beginning of construction on 
the Minidoka project in 1904. Since then the Bureau has constructed 10 major 
dams in the Snake River Basin, including the world-famous Jackson Lake, 
American Falls, Arrowrock and Owyhee Dams and Anderson ranch, at present 
the highest earth-fill dam in the world. These storage and power dams bulwark 
the highly productive Minidoka, Boise, Black Canyon, Owyhee, and Vale irri- 
gation projects of Idaho and Oregon. These projects are the economic founda- 
tion of the entire basin and last year furnished water to 1,418,000 acres of 
irrigable land which yielded $93 million in crops alone. All told, some $112 
million of Federal funds are invested in these project works and practically 
all of this cost, except for flood-control allocation at Anderson Ranch Dam that 
may approach $16 million, will be repaid to the Treasury by the water and 
power users. The use of power revenues to assist irrigation is nowhere more 
strikingly illustrated than on Snake River. The Minidoka power plant first 
went on the line in May 1909, the first Federal power plant in the entire North- 
west. Four plants with an installed capacity of 49,900 kilowatts are now furnish- 
ing pumping power and financial assistance to the Minidoka, Boise, Black 
Canyon, and Owyhee projects. 

The Snake River which forms the backbone for southern Idaho's existence has 
its source at an elevation of nearly 10,000 feet in western Wyoming. It crosses 
southern Idaho from east to west and then turns northward, forming a boundary 
between Idaho and Oregon, cutting through the mountains of central Idaho and 
northeastern Oregon through a primitive area of spectacular proportions. It 
turns west again after reaching Washington and joins the Columbia near the 
southern boundary of the State. The Snake is somewhat more than 1,000 
miles long and drains about one-half of the United States portion of the Columbia 
River Basin. 

Location of Snake River project 

Hells Canyon dam site is below all existing power and irrigation developments 
on the river and no direct irrigation is possible from the project. It will be 
noted from the map before you that this dam site is located in the spectacular 
Snake River Canyon, the deepest in the United States, if not the continent, 104 
miles downstream or north of Weiser, Idaho, and 108 miles upstream or south of 
Lewiston, Idaho. The Scriver Creek power facilities are located in Idaho be- 
tween the north and middle forks of the Payette River which enters the Snake 
River from the east at Payette, Idaho, 125 miles upstream from Hells Canyon 
dam site. The Scriver Creek power facilities are an integral part of a larger 
development known as the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division which 
embraces 192,000 acres of irrigable land on the desert south of Boise, Idaho. 
The entire Payette unit of the Mountain Home division has previously been 
recommended for authorization, but in the bill now before you the request for 
authorization is limited to the power facilities which lie in the upper part of the 
water-conveyance system ultimately required for irrigation of Mountain Home 
lands. A substantial part of the water supply, usable through the Scriver Creek 
plans, will come from the completed Cascade Reservoir on the north fork of 
Payette River, originally authorized in 1938. 

The total estimated cost of the project works covered by this bill will be $404,- 
734,000, made up of $356,810,000 for Hells Canyon Dam and appurtenant works 
and $47,924,000 for the Scriver Creek power facilities. Of the above total, almost 
%) percent, or $361,199,000 would be returned to the Treasury within 50 years, 
including interest. The total development would have a benefit-cost ratio of 
about 1:50 to 1:00. 


Grand Canyon of Snake River 


The Grand Canyon of the Snake is an age-old gorge. Geologists tell us that 
the events directly responsible for its creation began in the Cenzoic era, when 
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Tertiary lava flows poured over the granite uplands now known as the Pacific 
Northwest. The molten mass covered hills and valleys, being stopped only by 
peaks and ridges. Earlier volcanic activity had caused much of the rugged 
topography that existed at the time. Layer upon layer of this lava covered the 
land until in places it was 6,000 feet deep. 

This heavy crust laid undisturbed only for a while, then the earth began to 
stir again. The Wallowa Mountains, to the west of the present gorge, were 
jolted 10,000 feet into the sky. To the east the Seven Devils Mountains rose up, 
with the He Devil, the She Devil and five lesser Devils, the highest peaks. Sub- 
sequent glaciation carved out the lake basins in the higher elevations. 

The Hells Canyon region is one of awesome ruggedness. While it lacks the 
colors of the Grand Canyon of the Colorado, it is a magnificent spectacle from 
the standpoint of various rock formations—granite, quartz, limestone, and lava— 
its mineral outcroppings and stains, the sheer walls of the gorge itself, cliffs 
towering to the sky, and the ruggedness of its snow-covered peaks. As one writer 
declared, it is “a grand panorama of nature created at the birth of a world.” 
Captain Bonneville, famed Army explorer, wrote in his memoirs: “Nothing we 
have ever seen or gazed upon in any other region could for a moment com- 
pare in wild majesty and impressive sternness, with the series of scenes which 
at every turn astonished our senses and filled us with awe.” 

Historians say the first white man to see Hells Canyon area was Sgt. John 
Ordway of the Lewis and Clark Expedition. This group of experienced ex- 
plorers avoided the turbulent and churning water of the river. The ill-fated 
Hunt party of the John Jacob Astor Fur Co, attempted to trek through somber 
depths of the gorge in 1811. It lost three men and a fourth went mad. The 
rest of the party was at death’s door before they managed to stagger out of 
the abyss. Twenty years later Captain Bonneville met with no better success 
than Hunt. The canyon and the river within it have largely resisted develop- 
ment to this day and despite many early surveys for a “water level” route, neither 
a transcontinental highway or railroad traverses its length. The river is lit- 
erally a “river of no return” in this area, running north and having carved 
for itself one of the deepest and most inaccessible canyons on the continent. 

At its deepest point the level of the river is 7,900 feet below the peak sum- 
mits to the east. The dam would rest at the upstream end of the Grand Can- 
yon, practically inaccessible for 30 miles, taking its name from a side canyon 
known as “Hells Canyon.” At this point the canyon is 6,000 feet deep and the 
width of the floor a mere 280 feet. Only the most experienced boatman dare 
take a vessel through this stretch of river and then only boats specially built 
for the trip. 

Such is the setting for Hells Canyon Dam and the very factors that have con- 
tributed to its ruggedness and inaccessibility are also factors that now make 
available a foundation of the highest competence and a reservoir area singular- 
ly free of settled communities and conflicting improvements. 


Hells Canyon Dam and Reservoir 

Hells Canyon Dam will be a concrete arch structure rising 720 feet above 
the estimated foundation, creating a reservoir of maximum elevation of 2,077 
feet above sea level. The lake backed up by the dam will extend about 93 miles 
upstream to a point 11 miles below Weiser, Idaho, having a surface area of 
approximately 25,000 acres. A powerhouse at the toe of the dam will provide 
space for nine generators, each of 100,000-kilowatt capacity. Eight of these 
generators will be placed in operation as the initial installation. A small, per- 
manent community convenient to the dam will be required and will be provided 
as a part of the development, and access roads to and across the dam will be 
provided both from Oregon and from Idaho. 

The reservoir will store 4,400,000 acre-feet, of which 3,880,000 acre-feet will be 
usable. In this usable capacity will be impounded spring floods of Snake 
River which now add themselves to flood waters of the Columbia, and overflow 
valuable lands, industrial developments, and urban communities along the lower 
Columbia River. 

The predictable pattern of runoff in the Columbia River watershed, including 
the annual high crests due to snowmelt, which sometimes rise to disastrous 
flood proportions, makes possible close integration and beneficial use of Hells 
Canyon storage on Snake River as an orderly part of the entire Columbia River 
runoff. It will be brought out subsequently that the average annual recorded 
flow at the dam site is about 12,000,000 acre-feet and the depleted average annual 
future flow during the project pay-out period is estimated to be about 1,000,000 
acre-feet less, with the peak occurring during the months of April, May, and 
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June and the minimum during the late fall and winter. Starting with a full 
reservoir following spring floods, water will be conserved at Hells Canyon during 
the summer months, which is the period of normal high flow on the main Columbia 
River, with sufficient release to operate one generator and maintain an adequate 
streamflow below the dam. The stored water will then be released during the 
fall and winter natural low fllow periods on the Snake and Columbia, for increased 
power production at the Hells Canyon and all plants downstream, including 
MeNary and Bonneville, also the four lower Snake plants, John Day, and The 
Dalles when built. There will then be a navigation benefit due to increased water 
depth in the downstream waterways. The total winter drawdown can be closely 
controlled to provide space to store the next spring predicted flood volume. Flood 
control, power, and navigation benefits will thus be realized far beyond the volume 
attained by developing only the power head without controlled storage. 

In recognition of the several purposes to be served by the Hells Canyon devel- 
opment, allocation of an equitable part of its cost is made to each purpose. The 
total construction cost of the dam, reservoir, power plant, and appurtenant fea- 
tures, including public recreational features, is estimated to be $356,810,000 at 
current price levels. Of this, $313,386,000, or about 88 percent, is allocated to 
power. Construction costs allocated to flood control are $37,561,000, to naviga- 
tion $4,863,000, and to recreation, $1,000,000. The allocations to flood control 
and navigation are predicated on benefits to those purposes estimated by the 
Corps of Engineers. That to recreation consists only of the construction cost of 
the recreation facilities. All of the latter three allocations are treated as non- 
reimbursable, whereas the power allocation is of course payable in full, with 
interest. 


Reservoir displacements 

Fortunately the creation of the Hells Canyon Reservoir will not result in 
major dislocations of existing highways, railroads, urban, and rural economies, 
or even approach the magnitude of such dislocations commonly experienced in a 
development of this size—particularly on the main stem of the Columbia River. 
Access by highway as well as water transportation to the remote canyon area will 
actually be improved by virtue of project developments. 

There is before you a detailed map of the dam, reservoir, and adjoining com- 
munities in Idaho and Oregon, including the existing pattern of railroads and 
highways and a superimposed pattern of probable relocations and improvements. 
The reservoir surface of 24,800 acres will actually inundate about 19,000 acres 
outside of the existing rivershed in Wallowa, Baker, and Malheur Counties of 
Oregon and in Adams and Washington Counties of Idaho. The two small town 
sites of Homestead and Robinette have a total taxable value of less than $5,000 
and the 1950 assessed valuation of all land and improvements in the reservoir 
area was less than $1 million. The total population of the area is estimated to 
be from 100 to 200 persons. 

About 17,000 acres of the total of 19,000 acres to be flooded consists of grazing 
land about half of which is now owned by the Government. The remaining 
1,800 acres are cultivated, about 1,400 by irrigation, including 47 acres of 
orchard. 

Some mineralized areas and producing mining properties in Snake River 
Canyon will be flooded and there are possible mineral values in the bed of the 
river recoverable by dredging. The mining property of greatest demonstrable 
value to be flooded is the Iron Dyke mine at Homestead, Oreg., which operated 
sporadically from 1892 to 1943. Gross value of known ore reserves is estimated 
to be $1,250,000, which might be extracted with efficient mining operations at a 
small profit. The Federal Bureau of Mines has examined the other significant 
property, the Red Ledge property, located adjacent to the dam site in Idaho, at 
an elevation of 3,000 feet, 2 miles from the river, which has never been actively 
worked. The present mine openings are 750 feet above the proposed reservoir 
surface and the lowest known mineralization determined by diamond drilling is 
over 400 feet above the reservoir surface. The future prospects of this property 
should be improved by better access, power, and other facilities dependent on 
the Hells Canyon project. 

Several other nonproducing lode properties and mineral and placer claims 
exist in the reservoir area. There are no operating placer or dredging enter- 
prises along the river from the damsite to Weiser at the present time, although 
various attempts have been made in the past to recover small amounts of fine 
placer gold appearing in the river gravel. The possibility of commercial values 
of rare earth minerals such as monazite sands, ilmenite, and garnet to supplement 
the gold values has led to a renewed interest in the river bed and one operator 
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within the last month has filed application to the States of Idaho and Oregon 
for a permit to dredge the river through the reservoir area, assuming com- 
mercial values can be found by further testing. The estimate of cost before 
you includes an item for examination and retirement of mining improvements 
and values. If significant amounts of strategic materials, either lode or in river 
gravels, are subsequently found to exist in the reservoir area, the length of 
construction period as well as the operating plan upon completion of the project 
should permit substantial removal of all values. 


Access roads 

This problem divides itself into one of providing access during the construction 
period and of conversion into the permanent system of relocated facilities. 

The main line of the Union Pacific Railroad crosses the extreme upper end 
of the reservoir area near Huntington, Oreg., and relocation here consists of 
raising the bridge and 10 miles of line. A branch line of the railroad follows 
the Oregon bank of Snake River downstream a distance of about 37 miles to 
Robinette and is still used on an intermittent basis. At one time the line 
extended an additional 28 miles to the Iron Dyke Mine at Homestead, but this 
section subsequently was abandoned and the track removed. It may be feasible 
to replace the line temporarily and extend an additional 38 miles to Big Bar, 
9 miles from the dam site for use as a construction railroad. Upon completion 
of construction it is expected that the entire branch line could be abandoned owing 
to the present low flow of traffic and the improved access that will then be avail- 
able by improved highway replacements. Provision will be made to relocate the 
branch line, however, if the appropriate authority finds this necessary, 


Construction access 

Great quantities of materials will be required for the construction of the 
dam and power generating facilities. This involves some 10 million tons of 
concrete aggregates (sand and gravel), 1 million tons of cement and pozzolan, 
100,000 tons of steel and other metals. Also to consider in connection with the 
access facilities is the to-and-fro movement of the several thousand construction 
workmen. 

Shipment of steel and other metals will involve rail movement from their 
points of origin to the railhead and thence by truck to the dam site. With 
respect to cement shipment, rail movements may also be involved; however, 
the existence within the area of raw materials suitable for production of 
cement will probably mean that a cement plant will be constructed near the 
dam site, in which case the cement would probably be moved to the dam site by 
truck. 

It is obvious from the above that the location of existing railheads as well 
as final location of concrete aggregates will have an important bearing upon 
access roads and the degree to which these access roads can be incorporated 
into the permanent road network on both sides of the dam and reservoir. Other 
than the branch line down the canyon, the nearest railheads on the Oregon side 
are at Baker and Joseph, Oreg., and at Council on the Idaho side. The dam 
itself will provide a primary roadway across the river connecting Oregon and 
Idaho. Based on these circumstances and past experiences, particularly at 
Hoover Dam, it is logical to assume that construction access by highway will 
be built from the Council area of Idaho and from either Baker or the Enterprise 
areas on the Oregon side, possibly both. Following completion of the project, 
these construction roads will undoubtedly be improved and incorporated into 
the permanent county or State highway system to accommodate the large volume 
of tourist traffic that would be certain to develop. 


A road to the dam site from the railhead at Council, Idaho 

There is an existing road from Council, Idaho, which proceeds by way of 
Bear, Cuprum, and down the Kleinschmidt grade to the Interstate Bridge at 
Homestead, thence via the privately owned road of the Butler Ore Co. to Eagle 
Bar, and thence to the dam site by a 2-mile extension constructed by the Bureau. 
At present the first 14 miles from Council is a two-way gravel-surfaced road; 
from there the road is graded and drained but unsurfaced through Bear and 
on to Huntleys Ranch near Cuprum and thence to Windy Ridge, which is the 
divide between Indian Creek and the Snake River. From this point to the 
Interstate Bridge the road pitches down the Kleinschmidt grade, which is 
narrow, crooked, and steep. From the Interstate Bridge to the dam site, the 
road is very narrow and rough with numerous high-center obstructions, and 
goes through two small-bore tunnels. This portion is below the elevation of 
the flowline. 
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Improvement of this road to serve as the primary access route connecting 
the railhead at Council with the dam site would involve widening and surfacing 
the existing road from Council to Windy Ridge; from there a completely new 
road would be constructed which would depart from the present alinement 
heading downstream and descending gradually so as to reach flowline elevation 
at the dam site. Incidentally, this section of road would pass through or close 
by the upper portion of the Big Bar limestone deposit. 

The Council-to-dam-site road, altered as indicated above, would have a total 
length of about 60 miles and a maximum elevation of about 4,900 feet. 


A road to the dam site from the railhead at Baker, Oreg. 

The most likely route from the Baker railhead would follow the oiled Highway 
No. 86 to Halfway (60 miles) ; thence by a graveled county road to the east side 
of Pine Valley (4 miles), thence down Pine Creek following an existing dirt 
road to the junction with North Pine Creek (7.5 miles). At this point a new 
road would be constructed which would follow up North Pine Creek to its head 
and then climb over a 5,400-foot high summit and drop down into McGraw 
Creek and contour in a northerly direction along the west slope of the reservoir 
between 1,200 and 2,000 feet above the reservoir flowline to Steamboat Creek 
at elevation 3,200; thence by a 7-percent grade to the left abutment at the top 
of the dam—distance from Halfway, 58.4 miles; distance from Baker railhead, 
118.4 miles; maximum elevation, 5,400 feet. 

A road to the dam site from the railhead at Joseph, Oreg. 

The route from the railhead at Joseph, Oreg., would follow the existing 
gravel-surfaced State road to Imnaha (31 miles); up the Imnaha River along 
an unsurfaced section to Marx’ Ranch (13 miles) ; up Freezeout Creek and over 
the 6,350-foot summit between the Imnaha and Hells Canyon and down into 
Steamboat Canyon by a series of switch-backs and down to the dam site on a 
section of 7-percent grade. Total distance by this route from the Joseph rail- 
head is 70 miles; maximum elevation, 6,350 feet. 


Replacements 

All of the above-described suggested access facilities appear on the wall map 
before you from which the extent of remaining replacements are readily apparent. 
About 3 miles of United States Highway 30 near the upper end of the reservoir 
area will merely require relocation to higher ground. Access to the Richland- 
Powder River area can be accomplished by a new highway from Huntington 
to Richland, which, of course, would be in addition to the existing road from 
Baker. An improvement of the existing road down Pine Creek connecting with 
a ferry and a new road up Indian Creek on the Idaho side plus the new crossing 
over the dam would adequately replace the one bridge, below Homestead, 
which would be taken out of service. 


SCRIVER CREEK POWER FACILITIES 


A detailed description of the Scriver Creek power facilities previously was 
presented to the Congress as a part of the Mountain Home irrigation project 
in House Document 473. It would be appropriate to present here a brief résumé 
of the works now proposed for authorization with an up-to-date cost estimate. 

Although the Hells Canyon division is the major development proposed for 
authorization in the bill before you, it is significant to note that the Scriver 
Creek power facilities can make an important and earlier contribution to the 
power supply of the area. The first generating units of this division can be 
placed in operation a little more than 3 years after start of construction, which 
will be about 2 years ahead of the first unit of the Hells Canyon power plant. 
Repayment of the Scriver Creek system costs will be discussed later as an 
integral part of the entire Snake River project authorization, but it can be 
pointed out that these power facilities will have engineering and economic 
feasibility as an independent undertaking and they will be fully usable at such 
time as the irrigation features of the Mountain Home project are authorized 
and constructed. 

A detailed lay-out of the Scriver Creek project works is contained on the 
wall map before you. In brief, the project plan consists of a system of dams, 
tunnels, power plants, and transmission lines to utilize storage releases from 
an existing reservoir on the North Fork of the Payette River and generate hydro- 
electric power in the drop of 1,280 feet to the middle fork of the same river. 
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Water system 

The water-supply system would begin at Cascade Reservoir, on the north fork 
of the Payette River near Cascade, Idaho. This reservoir, recently completed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation as a facility of the Boise project, will have an 
active storage capacity of 650,000 acre-feet. Of this capacity, 425,000 acre-feet 
are surplus to the present and potential irrigation needs of Payette Valley and 
are therefore available for use by the Scriver Creek power facilities. 

Provision has been made to supply water to the small existing hydroelectric 
plant of the Idaho Power Co. located immediately downstream from Cascade 
Dam, and also for possible development of the remaining power at this site, if 
and when it should become desirable, 


Smiths Ferry diversion dam and reservoir 

Smiths Ferry diversion dam would be constructed on the north -fork of the 
Payette River, about 3 miles below the settlement of Smiths Ferry. The dam 
would be a concrete gravity type rising 35 feet above the river bed and 71 feet 
above bedrock. Three 20-foot radial gates would control the operating water 
surface between elevations of 4,500 feet and 4,528 feet above sea level. 

The reservoir would impound 2,600 acre-feet of water. This storage capacity 
would permit peaking operation of the power plants on Scriver Creek and facili- 
tate operation of the Smiths Ferry-Scriver Creek tunnel under ice conditions. 


Smiths Ferry-Scriver Creek tunnel 

A concrete-lined pressure tunnel would convey waters diverted at the Smiths 
Ferry Dam under the intervening divide to Scriver Creek, a tributary of the 
middle fork of the Payette River. The inlet to the tunnel would be from the 
bottom of the reservoir above the diversion dam. A vertical lift gate would be 
provided at the inlet near the left abutment of the dam. The tunnel would be 
13 feet in diameter, with capacity of 1,385 cubic feet per second and about 4.6 
miles in length. It would connect with the penstocks of the upper Scriver 
Creek power plant. The reservoir behind Smiths Ferry diversion dam would 
thus serve as the forebay for the upper Scriver Creek power plant. 


Scriver Creek power plants 

Two power plants would be constructed on Scriver Creek to utilize the 1,280- 
foot difference in elevation between the north fork of the Payette River at 
Smiths Ferry and that of Scriver Creek at the lower power-plant site. 

The upper power plant would have a hydraulic capacity of 1,385 cubic feet 
per second. The installed capacity would be 37,500 kilowatts, with three 12,500- 
kilowatt units operating under an average net head of 410 feet. Three 6-foot 
diameter steel penstocks 1,200 feet in length would carry water from the diver- 
sion tunnel to the power plant. Discharges from the upper plant would be 
reregulated in Scriver Creek Reservoir. 

The lower power plant would be on Scriver Creek at the high-water line of 
the potential Garden Valley Reservoir and below the proposed Scriver Creek 
Reservoir. The outlet tunnel from Scriver Creek Reservoir, with a capacity of 
2,300 cubic feet per second, would connect to a surge tank and two 6-foot-diameter 
steel penstocks. They would be approximately 2,900 feet long, with a total ca- 
pacity of 1,150 cubic feet per second. The initial installed generating capacity 
would be 60,000 kilowatts, with two 30,000-kilowatt units operating under an 
average net head of 805 feet. Provision would be made in the foundation of the 
powerhouse building for the future installation of two additional generating 
units of 30,000-kilowatt capacity each at such time as needed. 


Scriver Creek Dam and Reservoir 

The Scriver Creek Reservoir would be located on Scriver Creek below the 
upper power plant. The purpose of this reservoir would be mainly to rereguiate 
the outflow of the lower power plant. Such reregulation would permit peaking 
operation of the upper plant in adjustment to peak power loads. The reservoir 
also would provide storage for use when the inflow to the upper power plant 
is interrupted. The reservoir would have a total storage capacity of 6,900 acre- 
feet, of which 5,000 acre-feet would be available as live storage for reregulating 
purposes. Scriver Creek Dam, creating the reservoir, would be an earth-fill with 
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crest elevation of 4,086 feet above sea level, 168 feet above stream bed, and 
with a crest length of 575 feet. Spills would be handled through a glory-hole 
type spillway with a 7-foot 9-inch shaft utilizing the lower portion of the con- 
struction diversion tunnel. 


Seriver Creek-Garden Valley tunnel 

Diversions from Scriver Creek Reservoir to the lower power plant would be 
made through a concrete-lined pressure-tunnel outlet with a capacity of 2,300 
cubie feet per second. Sufficient capacity is provided for an ultimate installation 
of four units in the lower Scriver Creek power plant. A tunnel headworks 
structure with a bulkhead gate would be located on the east-shore line of the 
reservoir, about 1,800 feet upstream from the dam. The tunnel would be 16.5 
feet in diameter and 6,925 feet long. About 1,300 feet of this length would be 
a cut-and-cover section. The tunnel would connect with the surge tank and 
penstocks of the lower power plant. 


Transmission system and switchyards 

It is estimated that the Scriver Creek plants would add about 100,000 kilowatts 
of firm peaking capacity to the system of Federal and non-Federal power plants 
in the upper Snake River Basin. The ultimate cost of associated necessary 
transmission facilities is estimated on the basis of $125 per kilowatt of at-site 
firm power. It has been determined from records of previous installations that 
this amount will be needed for transmission facilities in order to transmit power 
to load centers, to integrate the plants with other plants in the area, and to 
interconnect with other systems. This figure would include transformers and 
switching facilities in the switchyards of both the upper and lower Scriver Creek 
power plants. 


Fish screens 
Fish screens would be required at the diversions at Smiths Ferry and Scriver 
Creek Reservoir for the preservation and propagation of fish life. 


Cost of Scriver Creek power facilities 

The construction cost of the facilities described above is $47,924,000 at current 
price levels. Of this total, $47,813,000 is allocated to power for return to the 
Treasury with interest. Nonreimbursable allocations of construction cost are 
made in the amount of $50,000 to the preservation of fishery resources and 
$61,000 for recreation facilities. An additional item of $5,570,000 already in- 
vested in the Cascade Reservoir on the north fork of Payette River above Smiths 
Terry for future irrigation development, primarily for the Mountain Home lands, 
is added to the costs to be returned from the Scriver Creek power facilities. As 
an irrigation investment, return of this $5,570,000 will be made without in- 
terest after return of the power investment. Power costs of the Scriver Creek 
power facilities will be treated as part of a single power investment in the Snake 
River project, together with the power investments of the Hells Canyon division, 
for return from net power revenues from both divisions. Full return of the 
power investment, with interest, is assured. There will be no appreciable local 
dislocations by virtue of the construction of the Scriver Creek division. 


Mr. Encie. Mr. McClellan, are you prepared to summarize your 
statement ? 


STATEMENT OF L. N. McCLELLAN, CHIEF ENGINEER, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION, DENVER, COLO. 


Mr. McCrietian. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
have a statement covering the design phases of the Hells Canyon 
project, which with your permission I will submit for the record. 

I will endeavor to summarize it very briefly. 

Mr. Enetr. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record 
following your extemporaneous remarks. 
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Mr. McCretian. Hells Canyon of the Snake River offers an excel- 
lent site for a high concrete dam. I think as to that there can be no 
question. The canyon has been eroded in a thick series of layers of 
lava flows which are predominantly basalt. These lavas have been 
altered by heat and great pressure into a very hard and dense rock 
which affords an excellent foundation for a high structure of the type 
proposed. The region is geologically stable. By that, I mean it is 
free from earthquakes and fault movements. 

The sides of the gorge and the abutments are sound and unweathered. 
Geologic investigations show that the site is unquestionably good and 
suitable for the construction of a high concrete dam of the type 
proposed. 

I have a wall chart here which illustrates the general features of 
the project, as I describe them. The proposed dam will be similar 
in many respects to Hoover Dam on the Colorado River. Hells — 
Canyon Dam will be 722 feet high, above the low point of the founda- | 
tion. This is within 4 feet of the height of Hoover Dam. Hells 
Canyon will have a hydraulic height of 602 feet, from the maximum 
water service in the reservoir to the water service in the tail race 
below the dam. In this respect, Hells Canyon Dam exceeds Hoover 
Dam by 28 feet. 

Other dimensions of Hells Canyon Dam are length of crest, 1,733 
feet, thickness at top, 45 feet, thickness at base, 426 feet. The volume 
of concrete in the dam will be about 5,100,000 cubic yards and about 
4 million barrels of cement will be required in its construction. 

The construction methods and techniques which were developed 
originally in connection with the design and construction of Hoover 
Dam and subsequently used and improved upon at Grand Coulee, 





Shasta, Hungry Horse, and other large dams will be applied on the 
Hells Canyon Dam. i 
The mass concrete will be artificially cooled to remove the heat i 
generated by the setting reaction of the cement. After the individual ; 
blocks have been cooled and they have contracted, the joints between =~ 
adjacent blocks will be filled by cement grout applied under pressure. i 
The end product will be a solid watertight monolithic structure : 
free from shrinkage cracks. As a result of the knowledge and data { 
obtained from Hoover and other dams, the designers are now able } 
to use higher working stresses with confidence. The use of these : 
higher stresses in Hells Canyon Dam will effect a savings of over 
1 million cubic yards of concrete. The substitution of pozzolan for 
part of the cement will further reduce the cost of the structure. 
During the construction of the dam, the river will be diverted i 


around the dam site through two 50-foot diameter diversion tunnels, 
one on each side of the river. The diversion works will have a capacity 


of 100,000 cubic feet per second. 
Floods of that magnitude may be expected to occur at a frequency 


of once in 25 years. 
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Two spillways, one on each end of the dam having a combined 
capacity of 300,000 cubic feet per second will protect the dam and 
power plant from floods. The power plant will be located on the 
dowstream toe of the dam, and will be designed for nine generating 
units of 100,000 kilowatts capacity each making the total ultimate 
installed capacity, 900,000 kilowatts. These generating units will be 
similar to those in operation at Hoover and Shasta Dams and those 
being installed in Hungry Horse Dam. 

The construction program for this project is predicated upon our 
actual oo at Hoover and Hungry Horse Dams. It provides 
for completion of the project in 634 years. Power from the first 
generating unit will be available in about 414 years after start of 
excavation of the diversion tunnels. 

This chart is a map of the United States showing the prospective 
distribution of the funds which will be expended on this project. We 
found by experience that about two-thirds of the cost of the project 
is spent for on-site labor, which would be in the adjacent States of 
Idaho and Oregon. 

The other dots show the distribution as we think it will occur for 
the other one-third of the cost of the project which will be expended 
for equipment materials and supplies. 

Mr. Newson. May I make one comment if I could? We understood 
at the close of the meeting the other day we were to have 1 hour for 
technical presentation and 1 hour for questions and we did arrange 
our presentation on that basis so some of the gentlemen who follow 
planned to take a little more than 5 minutes. Will that be all right? 

Mr. Enote. If you can plan on getting through at 11 that will give 
an hour for questions. We started a little late. We have been run- 
ning a little over. Soan hour on direct and an hour on cross-examina- 
tion would be about right. 
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Hells Canyon Dam and power plant. 








HELLS CANYON DAM 


(The prepared statement is as follows :) 


HELLS CANYON DAM AND POWER PLANT 


DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 


(L. N. MeClellan, Chief Engineer, Bureau of Reclamation) 


The design for the Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River at the Deep Creek 
site specifies a massive arched concrete structure for impounding water to 
elevation 2077, which will create a power head of approximately 607 feet. The 
power plant, designed for construction along the downstream toe of the dam, 
will have an installed capacity of 800,000 kilowatts from 8 units, with provisions 
of embedded facilities and powerhouse space for future installation of 1 addi- 
tional unit. The general layout and dimensions are shown on the attached 
drawings No. 550-D-7 and 8. The dam would create a reservoir of 4,400,000 
acre-feet, with a surface area of 24,800 acres and a length of 93 miles. 


SELECTION OF SITE 


Several factors have entered into the decision to select the Deep Creek site 
as the most logical location for construction of the dam. On the basis of a 
comparative cost estimate made for a dam at the Monolith site, about 3 miles 
upstream from Deep Creek it became evident that the Deep Creek site was not 
only the more favorable from a construtcion cost viewpoint, but also more 
favorable from a view point of greater power earnings because of a 25-foot greater 
power head. A reconnaissance examination was made of possible site about 
three-fourths mile downstream from Deep Creek, but this site is wider and does 
not possess any geologic advantage over the Deep Creek site. 


GENERAL STRUCTURAL DIMENSIONS OF DAM AND POWER PLANT 


The top of the dam will be at elevation 2082 or about 722 feet above the present 
known lowest point of the foundation, This height is comparable to the 726-foot 
height of Hoover ham. The hydraulic height between reservoir and tailwater 
surfaces will be 602 feet as compared to 574 feet for Hoover Dam. The crest 
length of the dam will be about 1,733 feet; the top thickness 45 feet; and the 
maximum thickness at the base about 426 feet. 

The powerhouse will have a length of approximately 600 feet, a maximum 
width of 150 feet, and at height of 150 feet above the generator floor; the bottom 
of the draft tubes wi!l be approximately 66 feet below the generator floor. The 
maximum height of the structure above the deepest point of the excavated river 
channel will be about 210 feet, including the mass concrete under the draft tubes. 
It will be founded directly on bedrock at a short distance downstream from the 
dam. : 


GEOLOGY 


At the dam site, and for several miles up and downstream, the Snake River 
Canyon has been eroded in a thick series of ancient lava flows, predominantly 
basalt. Metamorphism, by pressure and heat of deep burial, has altered the 
original physical character of these lavas and greatly improved the rock from 
the engineering viewpoint. The rock is very hard, dense, and resistant to weath- 
ering, factors which account for the steep and rugged character of the gorge, 
and assure excellent foundation and abutment conditions. 

The region is geologically stable, a condition favorable to the construction of 
a high concrete dam. Geological investigations to date have not revealed any 
major faults in the dam foundation although the alinement of Deep and Short 
Creeks, immediately upstream from the axis, suggests that their courses may be 
controlled by a strong shear zone or fault. The presence of this weakness would 
have no adverse effect on the foundation conditions, although its presence or 
absence should be proven before the diversion tunnel is constructed. 

The foundation and abutment rock has a number of joint systems and local 
sheeting, which causes some narrow zones or slots to erode more rapidly than 
the remainder of the gorge walls. It is believed that the joints are tight; how- 
ever, the standard grouting treatment of dam foundations will be used to pre- 
vent leakage past the dam in the event there are some unknown open joints. 
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Investigations of the condition of the rock in the foundation of the dam and 
power plant have consisted of the following exploratory work: 

(a) 10 vertical diamond drill holes in the river. 

(>) 4 inclined diamond drill holes, drilled to cross under the river to explore 
the jointing and the width of an intrusive dike of basalt. 

(c) 2 diamond drill holes in a considered underground power plant site on 
the right canyon side downstream from the damsite. 

(d@) 4 six-inch diameter holes in the damsite foundations for extracting cores 
for laboratory testing. 

(e) 2 exploratory adits or tunnels in the dam-side abutments for viewing the 
condition of foundation rock in place. 

(f) 1 exploratory adit from which two crosscuts were driven to explore the 
rock in the two most prominent surface depressions which cut diagonally 
through the dam site. ; 

The results of the drilling in the river channel and on the banks give an ade- 
quate picture of the general character of the bedrock. Further exploration will 
be necessary to secure additional data for final design specifications. The logs 
of the drill holes in the river show water depths of as much as 40 feet, detritus 
deposits as thick as 91 feet, and a maximum depth to bedrock of 109 feet below 
river level, although localized pockets may go somewhat deeper. The rock 
bottom is sound jointed basalt, intersected by a narrow intrusive dike of olivine 
basalt that extends diagonally through the site and up the left canyon wall 
downstream ; the dike rock is comparable to the main body of basalt in hardness 
and soundness. The sides of the gorge and the abutments of the proposed dam 
are clean and unweathered, except for talus accumulations in a few narrow 
crevices and at one or two debris fans. The geologic investigations and studies 
have proven that the site is unquestionably excellent and entirely suitable for 
ecpstruction on it of the proposed high and massive dam. 

Within the reservoir area, the Columbia River lava flows appear near river 
level some 30 or 40 miles upstream of the damsite. While this lava probably 
contains interflow strata less solid than the body of the flows, no leakage through 
these strata in the reservoir basin is expected. 


FOUNDATION TREATMENT 


Standard practice for assuring that the seams and joints in the foundation 
area of a dam would be tight against water leakage consists of injections of 
grout (a mixture of cement and water) into the rock through holes drilled into 
it. For a dam as high as Hells Canyon, the following treatment would probably 
be made by pumping grout under pressure into: 

(a) Four or five lines of holes 30 feet deep and spaced about 20 feet apart 
known as “B” holes, drilled before concrete is placed. 

(b) One line of holes drilled along the upstream toe after placement of con- 
crete, These holes, known as “C” holes, are spaced about 5 feet apart and drilled 
about 50 feet deep. 

(c) One line of holes, known as “A” holes, drilled from within the drainage gal- 
lery alter an appreciable height of dam is constructed but before much reservoir 
storage has developed. These holes are drilled to depths in proportion to the 
depth of the reservoir and are spaced at 5-foot centers. 

After all grouting is completed, drainage holes will be drilled through the 
floor of the drainage gallery into the foundation rock at 10-foot centers and 
downstream from the “A” line grout curtain. The purpose of these drainage 
holes is to prevent uplift pressures against the base of the dam that would be 
developed by water that might percolate through possible flaws in the foundation 
grout treatment. Any water that might rise from the drainage holes would be 
collected in a gutter in the floor of the gallery and would either flow by gravity 
to the river downstream from the dam or else be pumped up into it. 


DESIGN OF DAM 


The dam as now designed will require placement of about 5,100,000 cubie yards 
of inass concrete, although this figure may be expected to vary a little, depend- 
ing upon final determination of the bedrock surface. Cement and pozzolanic 
material requirements for this mass and other concrete placement may be about 
4,200,000 barrels. (Pozzolaniec materials are substituted for a portion of the 
cement and are obtained from volcanic ashes, tuffs, pumicite, siliceous sedi- 
Irentary rocks, burnt clays and shales, and industrial byproducts such as slag 
and fly ash.) 








Si EEA 


eo ae 


kate 


ab 
4 
* 















i Minas: lace il 





ea 


RL? vol aera ik a 


HELLS CANYON DAM 353 


Placement of the mass concrete by modern methods and construction speed 
will require that the concrete-setting temperatures be controlled by cooling 
methods. This will be accomplished by placing layers of 1-inch O. D. pipe 
tubing 5 feet apart throughout the mass of the dam and circulating through 
them either river water, if cool enough, or some sort of refrigerant such as 
brine. In addition to the cooling procedure for the control of cracking, the dam 
will be constructed with a system of vertical transverse joints spaced about 70 
feet apart along the upstream “face and a system of vertical staggered joints 
parallel to the upstream face, spaced about 120 or 180 feet apart. Shrinkage of 
the concrete, as it cools, due to the dissipation of setting heat, will open these 
joints. To make the dam monolithic in its elastic behavior, these joint openings 
will be filled with grout from an embedded pipe system after the average 
temperature of the dam has been reduced to mean annual temperature or below. 

Concrete stresses have been computed on the basis of a radial distribution of 
loadings, including earthquake shocks, between the horizontal arch elements 
and the vertical cantilever elements. The effects of tangential shears and 
twisting action have not yet been computed, but are not expected to indicate 
stress concentrations that would exceed allowable limits. Since Hoover Dam 
construction days many advances have been made in the designs and controls 
for concrete manufacture and placement. As a result it has been possible to 
design a layout for Hells Canyon Dam that will save over a million cubic yards 
of concrete, as compared to a concrete quantity for a lay-out that would have 
been required had we used Hoover Dam design stress criteria. 


SPILLWAY 


It has been estimated that floods as great as 300,000 cubic feet per second are 
possible of occurrence at a time when the reservoir is full. Since it is not pos- 
sible to store a portion of that amount of water without flooding Huntington, 
Oreg., and valuable farm lands near Weiser, Idaho, it will be necessary to con- 
struct spillways of large capacity to let the floodwaters pass the dam. The 
designs for bypassing the dam and power plant with this water consist of re- 
leasing the floodwaters through two 48-foot wide by 59-foot high radial gates 
at each end of the dam. Discharges through each pair of gates will flow into 
an inclined spillway tunnel connected to the downstream half of a previously 
used river diversion tunnel. Each of the two spillway tunnels, one in each 
abutment, will be concrete lined, the downstream or horizontal portions being 
42 feet in diameter. ‘The combined length of the two spillway tunnels will be 
about 4,800 feet (or nearly 1 mile). Floodwaters will be returned to the river 
about 1,600 feet downstream from the power plant, thus assuring no interference 
with or interruptions of power production. Controls for operation of the gates 
will be both automatic and manual and operating personnel at the dam will 
have quick and easy access to them from power plant offices and shops by means 
of elevators constructed in the dam. 


OUTLET WORKS 


Provisions for supplying downstream river demands of as much as 40,000 
cubie feet per second in the event power water releases are insufficient have been 
planned for. The scheme consists of a 16-foot diameter outlet pipe in a tunnel 
in each abutment. Entrance to these pipes would be through openings in the 
dam and each would be gated with 20.65-foot by 20.65-foot fixed-wheel gate. 
Discharge from each pipe would be through a set of four 96-inch hollow-jct valves 
into the river about 500 feet downstream from the power plant. 


DIVERSION WORKS 


A major feature in the construction of the dam and power plant will be the 
diverting of the river so that excavation of river fill material and shaping of 
abutments and placement of concrete below river level can be accompl'shed. 
It is expected that when fully excavated to bedrock, the depth would be at 
least 110 feet below normal river level and 205 feet below the top of the up- 
stream cofferdam. 

Diversion would be provided for floods up to 100,000 cubic feet per second in 
magnitude by excavating a 50-foot-diameter tunnel about 4,300 feet long in the 
rock of each abutment around the damsite. The rock and its structure is be- 
lieved to be of such quality that little or no lining with concrete will be nec- 
essary. Each tunnel would have a 50-foot by 50-foot bulkhead gate at its en- 
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trance and a 42-foot by 42-foot bulkhead gate at its outlet, for shutting out river 
water during construction of tunnel plugs in them at the bottom of the inclined 
part of the spillway tunnels. High-pressure slide gates would be installed in 
each plug to permit meeting downstream river demands during the filling of 
the reservoir up to or above the entrances to the outlet works. 

Fiow from Deep Creek, on the Idaho side of the river, would discharge into 
the cofferdam area unless controlled otherwise. It is planned that this flow, 
estimated to possibly peak at 4,500 cubic feet per second, would be diverted into 
the Idaho diversion tunnel by means of a 15-foot-diameter bell-mouthed shaft 
and tunnel from the Deep Creek stream bed. A small dam would be construct- 
ed in the creek to effect the diversion. 

Flow from Short Creek, also known as Deadman Creek, on the Oregon side 
of the river also would discharge into the cofferdam area. The discharge is 
estimated to vary from near zero to possibly 575 cubic feet per second and could 
either be flumed around the canyon wall to empty into the river upstream from 
the upstream cofferdam or else could be pumped thereto. 


FACILITIES FOR DELIVERY OF POWER WATER 


Water for operating the turbines would be taken directly through the dam 
from the reservoir in individual 14-foot-diameter penstock pipes to eight installed 
units and one future unit. Fixed-wheel gates would be used at the entrance of 
the penstocks at elevation 1,770, which is 307 feet below maximum operating 
water surface. Trash racks would be constructed for each penstock. 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


The program of construction for Hells Canyon Dam and power plant has been 
worked out in preliminary form, as shown on the attached construction con- 
trol schedule. This schedule involves the following assumptions : 

1. Construction will begin April 1 of the first fiscal year and completed by 
the end of the seventh fiscal year. 

2. First generator will be placed on the line September 1 of the sixth fiscal 
year which will be 4% years after start of diversion tunnel excavation. This 
date was established to be in accord with the current schedule “U”" (defense) 
United States Columbia River Power System. 

38. Remaining generators will be placed on the line in 3-month intervals. 
Cost estimate 

The following tabulation shows the estimated costs for the various features 
of the project, exclusive of transmission lines and substations: 
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Mr. Enewe. Mr. Dittmer. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. DITTMER, POWER MANAGER, BONNE- 
VILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Drrrmer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 

name is William A. Dittmer, and I am power manager of the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration, Portland, Oreg. 

I am appearing first for Dr. Paul J. Raver, Administrator of the 
Bonneville Power Administration, and wish to convey to the com- 
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mittee Dr. Raver’s regrets that he could not be here himself. Personal 
reasons—a serious operation which his wife recently underwent— 
prevented his appearance here. I would like to present for the record 
a written statement prepared by Dr. Raver, copies of which have 
previously been furnished to the committee. 
Mr. Ener. Without objection it will be made a part of the record. 
(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Dr. Paut J. RAver, BONNEVILLE PowER ADMINISTRATOR, TO THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE House COMMITTTEE 
ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS ON H. R. 5743. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want first to give my full 
endorsement to the construction of Hells Canyon Dam. A vast wealth of 
knowledge’ and experience has been gained in recent years in the development 
and operation of river systems. The plan for the development of the Columbia 
has been based upon this established body of experience. 

On the Columbia River system there are two completed major Federal proj- 
ects and 10 others under construction. The next logical step in the develop- 
ment of the system is the construction of the Hells Canyon storage and power 
project. This is not fine spun theorizing but is dictated by elementary engi- 
neering and economie facts. Any soundly managed American business concern 
which held among its resources a great river system such as the Columbia and 
Snake Rivers, would apply exactly the same technical thinking to determine the 
next project in a river system to be developed as that applied by the Federal 
agencies in planning for the development of Hells Canyon Dam—and any such 
business concern would be regarded as highly remiss in its duties to its stock- 
holders if it did not act according to such business judgment as we have applied. 

River basin development in the sense in which I have used it is simply a 
term which denotes a tool for increasing the well-being of the people of the 
region and the Nation. My purpose in coming here to testify is to discuss 
with you the many ways in which this next step in the comprehensive plan— 
the construction of Hells Canyon Dam—will provide new bases for job op 
portunities and for private investment, will open up new avenues of industrial 
development, will contribute to an improved standard of living for the people 
of the basin, will promote the conservation of the river's resources, and will 
strengthen the Nation’s security and economic strength in the near future and 
for many years to come. i 

Hells Canyon is a key structure in the control and utilization of the waters 
of the Snake River. It is one the essential projects in the plan for the multiple 
purpose development of the Columbia River system, which was worked out after 
years of study by the Corps of Engineers and the Burean of Reclamation. The 
Army-Interior agreement of 1949 recommended the Hells Canyon project for 
early construction as part of that plan. This plan was presented as a whole to 
Congress, and Congress has althorized the Army’s part of the plan, leaving in 
an incomplete state only the Interior Department's portions, of which Hells 
Canyon is a major project. 

Since this plan is based on the experience we have gained regarding unified 
river basin development it is essential that the entire plan be kept intact. 
This is a point to which I wish to address myself. In the past it was the prac- 
tice to build isolated projects on our rivers. An isolated project captured a 
small part of the usefulness of a river and made it available to the localities 
neighboring the development. We have learned that by interconnecting all of 
the projects in a basin and designing them for operation as a system, it is 
possible to obtain larger benefits and spread them over a wider area. In this 
manner the usefulness of a stream is multiplied and we therefore have a situa- 
tion in which the whole is greater than the sum of its isolated parts. This 
upplies to the aggregate of the multiple purposes for which a river system can 
be useful to mankind—irrigation, navigation, flood control, recreation, fish and 
wildlife, and other uses as well as power. 

In the Pacific Northwest, one of the unique characteristics of the singularly 
predictable Columbia River system is that these various uses do not conflict 
with each other, but are in fact complementary; that is to say, flood control, 
— and irrigation can all be developed to the maximum with the same storage 
acilities. 
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Because of the nature of the streams in the Columbia River Basin the 
reservoirs can be drawn down in the fall and winter seasons to produce power 
with the assurance that they will be refilled with the spring and summer high 
flows which result from melting snow packs. This evacuation of the reservoirs 
during the winter brings us to the spring flood season with reservoir space to 
control spring floods. It is also noteworthy that the spring growing season is 
just the period when spring flood waters may be introduced on the land to 
irrigate crops, and this high flow continues through the growing season. Thus 
water taken for irrigation in no way conflicts with power production. These 
results follow only if the river system is designed and constructed for operation 
as a unit and would not equally exist if the various projects were operated on an 
isolated basis. 

The foregoing facts illustrate the relationship between the various water 
control purposes, but it is equally fundamental that the projects of a river 
system be operated as a unit electrically, and be interconnected with a network 
of transmission lines. I will discuss this in greater detail later. 

Other witnesses will address themselves to further aspects of this river 
system operation, but I wish to direct the remainder of may remarks to the 
subject of power. I am charged with the power marketing responsibilities in 
this region. 

Electric power is the key which unlocks the door to the development and 
utilization of the many resources of the region. More power than will be gene- 
rated by all plants, either existing or under construction, is needed in the homes, 
on the farms and in the factories, existing and potential, throughout the Pacific 
Northwest. Power is needed to support the region’s growing population, its agri- 
cultural and forest industries, and for the processing of mineral resources, such 
as phosphates, which are so abundant in southern Idaho. 

The growth of power loads in the Pacific Northwest is such that just to meet 
so-called normal increases in load—that is, increased use by present consumers 
and new population—we need every year to have about 300,000 kilowatts of 
additional prime power. We are faced with shortages because our schedules 
for providing this large an increase in power capacity every year have not been 
met. In addition to meeting this so-called normal load growth in the region, 
almost as much more new power capacity is needed each year for new industrial 
requirements which would bolster the Nation’s defense production. The total 
new power requirements amount to a little more than the equivalent of a Bonne- 
ville Dam each year. 

The Pacific Northwest has been short of power during the past few years and 
will continue to be short for at least the next 5 years. This is based on a com- 
parison of estimated future power requirements with all sources of supply, Fed- 
eral and non-Federal. All major power suppliers in the region are interconnected 
and operate as a single power pool to meet the needs of the region. The back- 
bone of this supply is the power of the Columbia River system and any proposal 
which would waste any part of the potential power of this river system is a 
threat to the economy of the Pacific Northwest now and in the future. 

Electric energy requirements in the Pacific Northwest have been increasing 
at a much more rapid rate than the average for the Nation as a whole. The 
faster rate of population increase, greater usage by consumers, and industrial 
expansion account for this more rapid growth. Today over 95 percent of the 
farms in the Pacific Northwest receive service. Average use per consumer has 
also increased repidly. The average residential and farm consumer in the 
Pacific Northwest currently uses about three times as much electricity as he 
used in 1940. Asa result, residential and farm consumption has increased since 
the war peak at a much more rapid rate than consumption by industries. 

Owing to the short power supply, such expansion as has occurred in the 
aluminum and other electroprocess industries since the end of the war has been 
based primarily on the use of interruptible power. This power is subject to cur- 
tailment under adverse water conditions. Use of such power is an important 
factor in production for defense. In 1951 about 10 percent of the Nation's alu- 
minum was produced in the Pacific Northwest using this interruptible power. 

Power requirements of all catergories of consumers will continue to expand, 
We expect that the requirements of domestic, commercial, and existing industrial 
consumers will more than double in the next 10 years. Requirements treble 
when we include potential new electroprocess industries. 

The facts of power growth which I have outlined give emphasis to the need for 
the construction of projects which will make the largest contribution to the power 
capabilities of the entire interconnected system in the Pacific Northwest. Hells 
Canyon is at the top of the list of such projects. 
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The Columbia Basin’s phenomenal growth of power needs has been taking 
place in the region which has potentially the greatest reserve of hydro-electric 
power to be found in the United States. This reserve is so great that if it is 
properly developed in the light of our best knowledge of engineering techniques, 
the needs will eventually be met and the development which is possible in the 
area will be realized. If proper and nonwasteful development is to be had, ade- 
quate storage reservoirs must be added to the system in order to derive the 
greatest power benefits from the flow of the river. From the start, it might have 
been possible to develop the entire Columbia River system by a series of run-of- 
the-river plants. This would have been both wasteful and foolish. Not only 
would power benefits have been at a minimum, but other beneficial uses of the 
stream would have been lost forever. Wherever there is a natural storage reser- 
voir it is a resource in itself which the region cannot afford to lose. 

The Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River is such a natural reservoir. It is 
inconceivable that valuable storage which can be made available for control of 
stream flows downstream as far away as Bonneville Dam and Portland, Oreg., 
should be sacrificed to a series of run-of-the-river plants. 

I am well aware that many alternative schemes have been proposed, all of 
which would utilize alternative storage facilities and yet would cause the full 
storage of Hells Canyon itself to be wasted and lost forever. Therefore I do not 
see how anyone in a position of responsibility and public trust for the develop- 
ment of this great resource in the national and regional interest could advocate 
anything less than development of the maximum storage, which we know to be 
a basic essential of this development. The public interest demands that such 
storage be developed at the Hells Canyon site. 

Hells Canyon Dam is one project which can be built now with a minimum of 
interference with any other valuable resource and which will also permit full ad- 
vantage to be taken of the storage potential on the middle Snake River. 

So far I have expressed the facts reluting to storage in a very general fashion. 
The quantities of power which will be added to the Columbia River power system 
show these facts more directly. In a system operation consisting of the existing, 
authorized, and recommended Federal projects, the Hells Canyon development 
brought into the system and operated as a part thereof will add over 1,100,000 
kilowatts of prime power. This is at least a half million kilowatts of prime power 
more than one alternative which has been suggested—construction of five run- 
of-the-river plants in the Hells Canyon Reservoir area. 

All of the prime power which the Hells Canyon Dam would add to the Federal 
system would not be generated at the Hells Canyon power plant. Releases of 
stored waters from Hells Canyon Reservoir, passing through the generators of 
the downstream plants, would successively add large amounts of prime power to 
the system total. The diversity of power flows over the transmission network 
would also add sizable amounts of prime power to the system. The transmission 
network which traverses the Pacific Northwest enables flows of power to move 
to and from the various generating projects and thence to the various load cen- 
ters, making possible this increment of power and enabling the system to be 
operated at its maximum capability. The direction and quantities of power flow 
will vary with the seasons of the year. 

The transmission network is also the tool by which power is brought to its 
market. The network reaches load centers throughout the Pacific Northwest. 
lower from Hells Canyon will flow to load centers in the middle and upper Snake 
valleys and to other points on the system. During the fall and winter season 
when Hells Canyon will be oerated at or near its full capacity, power will flow 
both to southern Idaho and to points in Oregon and Washington. During the 
spring and summer the delivery of Hells Canyon power to southern Idaho will be 
supplemented with power from other plants in the system. 

Hells Canyon power is the key to unlocking on a large scale the phosphate 
deposits of the Pacific Northwest with tremendous benefits to midwestern and 
far western farmers and to the entire Nation. This region has 60 percent of the 
phosphate rock of the country but contributes currently about 8 percent of the 
annual market supply. The drain on Florida and Tennessee deposits goes on 
unchecked and should be supplemented in time with larger western output in 
the hest interests of the country. Our estimates indicate that some 400,000 kilo- 
watts could be used in producing phosphorus and phosphate fertilizers in the 
Idaho area by 1960 including the plants now in operation and the one under 
construction. 

The increased supply of concentrated superphosphate which will be made 
possible with low-cost Hells Canyon power will result in greater utilization of 
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this all-important phosphate fertilizer. Thus, the benefits of Hells Canyon will 
be distributed over most of the western states. 

Even more: significant would be the contribution made to the national agri- 
cultural economy. I am told that the Nation still takes out of the soil more 
phosphate than is restored in fertilizer and that unless this trend is reversed 
agricultural output will fall. An essential means to this end is greater use of 
the high-concentrate phosphate fertilizers. Low-concentrate phosphate fertilizer 
cannot move long distances, and the costs of production are rising because of 
the tight situation in sulfuric acid essential in making this grade. The high- 
concentrate fertilizer is reaching the point of competitive costs with the low- 
concentrate, but it is essential that power be available at a cost of 3 mills per 
kilowatt-hour or less. Two farm cooperative groups have attempted for the past 
few years to enter the phosphate fertilizer industry in southern Idaho but have 
been unable to do so because the prices asked for power by the private utilities 
were prohibitively high. Hells Canyon power will break this bottleneck. 

There are other industrial benefits possible from this project, as Dr. Dittmer’s 
testimony will indicate. A number of mining developments may occur in south- 
ern Idaho that would not otherwise be possible. The growth of electroprocess 
industries—light metals and chemicals—will also be aided, possibly in southern 
Idaho and possibly in other areas where the downstream power benefits will 
accrue. Any of these developments will be of national value to the defense pro- 
gram as Well as to the normal economic growth of the country. These possibilities 
alone are a strong justification for Hells Canyon Dam. But to me, the over- 
whelming advantage lies in the stimulus that should occur in phosphorus and 
fertilizer and the great savings to the agricultural economy. 

Furthermore, the use of power for irrigation pumping is increasing rapidly 
in southern Idaho. Hells Canyon will make low-cost power available for this 
development. 

In conclusion, I want to make the point that the power facilities of the 
Columbia River power system are operated on a basis which enables them to 
produce revenues sufficient to pay all power costs and to return to the Federal 
Treasury its full power investment with interest over a proper period of years. 
This would likewise be true of the power-producing Hells Canyon Dam. 

The fact that we are here dealing with a program which fully pays its way is 
not to be taken as an end in itself. The Federal power program in the Pacific 
Northwest makes its real contribution by encouraging the widest possible use of 
Columbia River power at the lowest cost to the consumer. The power which 
is now produced at the two completed projects, Bonneville and Grand Coulee 
Dams, stimulates every phase of domestic and industrial life in the Pacific North- 
west. This progress in itself should induce us to demand the most complete 
development of the power potential which exists in the river system. While the 
contribution to the regional economy and the national defense is already of a 
high order, it yet fails to meet the maximum of which it is capable, and until 
it does we should not be satisfied. Hells Canyon Dam itself is a symbol of the 
progress which we can and must make. 

Mr. Dirrmer. Our interest in this matter is that it will be our re- 
sponsibility to build the: transmission facilities and to market the 
power from Hells Canyon Dam. Dr. Raver’s statement gives his 
reasons for supporting the project. 

I am also appearing on my own behalf and would like to submit a 
wr ee statement for the record covering the following subjects: 

Power capability of Hells Canyon Dam. 
Power capability of five run-of-river plants. 

3. Power situation in the Pacific Northwest. 

4. Growth of energy requirements in the Pacific Northwest. 

5. Potential power requirements in the Snake River Basin area. 

6. Tax benefits from Hells Canyon Dam. 

Mr. Enoir. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record 
follewing your extemporaneous presentation. 
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(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT oF Wa. A. DitrMeR, POWER MANAGER, BEFORE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR 
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, ON 


H. R. 5743 
POWER CAPABILITY OF HELLS CANYON DAM 


The Hells Canyon project will add at least 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime power * 
to the Columbia River so-called C-2 system (not including Glacier View). This 
additional prime power is on the basis of the plant and storage operations being 
coordinated with the other projects in the Columbia River system so as to pro- 
duce the maximum amount of system prime power. In the spring and summer 
months when the streamflows of the Columbia River are high, most of the Snake 
River flow at Hells Canyon will be stored in the reservoir for later use. During 
these months there is surplus energy at other Columbia River plants to supply 
all loads while generation at Hells Canyon is low. In the fall and winter the 
stored water will be released to supplement low streamflows for power production 
at Hells Canyon and downstream plants. This is the most efficient method of 
operation because it results in the maximum amount of prime power on the 
system. 

The C-2 system referred to above is the designation applied by the Corps of 
Engineers in its Columbia River Review Report and consists of 34 hydroelectric 
generating plants which will have a winter peaking capability of about 11 million 
kilowatts and a prime energy capability of 7,854,000 kilowatts. System capabili- 
ties computed for a series of years indicate that streamflow conditions of 1936-37 
are most critical for system prime power production. The prime power capability 
of 7,854,000 kilowatts is the continuous power which would be produced by the 
C-2 system from streamflows of the critical year 1936-37. 

In analyzing the power capability of the Hells Canyon project two methods 
of analysis were used: (1) the incremental; and (2) the allocation method. 
Under the incremental method system capabilities were computed on the basis 
of the Federal system before adding Hells Canyon and the same Federal system 
with the addition of Hells Canyon. The added system prime power capability 
on this basis amounts to 1,124,000 kilowatts which is the amount of prime power 
that the Hells Canyon project would add to the system. The figure of 1,124,000 
kilowatts consists of 688,000 kilowatts of nominal prime power generated at Hells 
Canyon during the storage drawdown period of September through April plus 
436,000 kilowatts representing increases in generation at downstream plants and 
improvements of generation at other plants in the system due to the use of Hells 
Canyon storage for the benefit of the system as a whole. 

Under the allocation method, system benefits due to storage and system inte- 
gration were allocated to the various storage projects according to the amount 
of storage and its usefulness in the system on the basis of equality of the dif- 
ferent projects as to time of construction; that is, without advantage to any 
project because it was constructed earlier than another project. Under this 
method the nominal prime power at Hells Canyon is the same 688,000 kilowatts, 
but the storage and integration benefits allocated to Hells Canyon amount to a 
total of 742,500 kilowatts. The total amount of power thus attributable to Hells 
Canyon amounts to the sum of these figures, or 1,430,500 kilowatts. As will be 
shown by another witness, the allocation basis results in a larger amount of 
power with a higher cost and the incremental basis results in a smaller amount 
of power at a lower cost. These two methods were used to present the maximum 
and minimum power capabilities and costs. 

The attached chart shows graphically the average amount of power which 
would be generated at Hells Canyon during each month of a critical water year. 
The values shown are the average kilowatts generated in each month, that is, 
the total kilowatt-hours generated, divided by the number of hours in the month. 
In our power analyses we use an operating year extending from July of one 


1 Prime power is power that is continuously available at all times of the day and through 
all years, including the worst water year (1936-37) of record in the Northwest. 
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year through June of the next year. You will note from the chart that energy 
generation at Hells Canyon amounts to an average of only 66,000 kilowatts in 
July followed by an increase to about 490,000 kilowatts average in August and 
full plant capability of 800,000 kilowatts during months of September through 
January. Generation drops off again during the balance of the storage season 
ending with April, and production is reduced to an average of 66,000 kilowatts 
during the months of May and June when the reservoir is refilling. The “nomi- 
nal” prive power at Hells Canyon is the average generation during the months of 
the storage drawdown period September—April and amounts to 688,000 kilowatts. 


SNAKE RIVER PROJECT 


HELLS CANYON CAPABILITY 


COORDINATED OPERATION IN PHASE C-2 SYSTEM*™ 
1936-37 HYDRO YEAR 
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This represents the operation of Hells Canyon in a critical year when al! of 
the 3,880,000 acre-feet of usable storage would be withdrawn from the reservoir 
for power production purposes. Following such an operation in a critical year, 
if the reservoir did not refill fully during the spring, a minimum of storage would 
be withdrawn during the fall and winter to assure filling of the reservoir dur- 
ing the following spring. In all other vears, storage would be withdrawn as 
needed for power production and for flood control, not to exceed the amount of 
inflow estimated to be available for refilling the reservoir. Forecasts of intlow 
would be based on snow surveys to be conducted at pertinent locations in the 
upper Snake River Basin and would provide a sound basis for forecasting the 
inflow. 

Attached hereto is a statement dated February 1, 1952, prepared jointly by the 
Bureau of Reclamation and Bonneville Power Administration containing a more 
detailed discussion of the capability of the Hells Canyon project. 


POWER CAPABILITY OF FIVE RUN-OF-RIVER DAMS 


It has been suggested that instead of building the Hells Cenyon project tive 
run-of-river plants should be constructed in the reservoir area of Hells Canyon 
Dam. Operated on an isolated basis, these five dams would have a prime ¢a- 
pability of 390,000 kilowatts. Integrated with the C-2 Federal system referred 
to above the dams would have had a capability of 530,000 kilowatts of prime power 
in the critical year 1936-37. This compares with additional prime power of 
1,124,000 kilowatts which would be added by the Hells Canyon project in the 
C—2 system. The Oxbow project alone—and this is the only one proposed for im- 
mediate construction—would have a capability on a system basis of only 106,000 
kilowatts, but would effectively block the construction of Hells Canyon,  De- 
tailed data for the five projects are shown in the following tabulation : 


1936-87 hydro year 


{Average monthly capability in thousands of kilowatts] 


Flow 
Month See ar Sturgill iy n- | Oxbow dae Total 
second P 
nl Saal 9. 980 72 68 54 86 } 151 431 
August - | 10 990 79 75 59 |} 95 166 474 
September. _......_.. 12, 870 93 SS 6 |} 1 | 194 555 
October ‘ . 12, 300 x s4 66 | 106 | 186 531 
ea sa 13, 290 96 9% 72 | 114 | 201 573 
Yecem ber ____ 10, 470 74 71 57 ee 90 so 450\ 
January .___- : 10, 040 72/°° 6/4 af | a6 f206 | 159 )186 432/99 
February -.....--.. 11,710 S4 80 63 101 177 505 
March... __--- | 13,440 | 97 91 73 116 | 203 580 
April__.. 14, 270 103, 97 77 123. 215 615 
| é |} 12,420 | so M4 67 107 188 535 
+ | Epicaeea eed | 12,540 90 &5 68 108 189 540 


i ! i 


The figu es enclosed within the bracket covering the months of September through April 
show the amount of system prime power for each of the projects and for the total. These 
five dams would provide 594,000 kilowatts less prime power than the 1,124,000 provided 
by Hells Canyon, and in addition, would provide no flood-control benefits on the lower 
reaches of the Snake and Columbia Rivers. Neither would they contribute in any way 
to the improvement of downstream channel depths for the benefit of navigation. The Corps 
of Engineers will testify on annual benefits to flood control and to navigation from Hells 
Canyon project. 

POWER SITUATION IN THE PACIFIC NORTIIWEST 


Power has been in short supply in the Pacific Northwest during the past few 
years and will continue to be short for at least five more years. Power load 
growth resulting from rapidly expanding population and industrial development 
in the region has outstripped additions to power generation. During 1951-52, 
for examphe, average electrical energy requirements increased by nearly 400,000 
kilowatts, while availab'e firm energy resources increased by only half that 
amount, or approximately 200,000 kilowatts, on top of an already existing power 
shortage in the region. 

If critical water had occurred during the current operating season, as it did 
in 1986-37, the reg’on would have had to curtail approximately 600,000 kilowatts, 
consisting of 300,000 kilowatts of interruptible plus 300,000 kilowatts of general 
area load, for a period of about 6 months. If these adverse hydro conditions had 
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occurred, the region would have been confronted with a catastrophe and the 
national defense production program would have been greatly impaired. Fortu- 
nately, water conditions on the Columbia River were above average with the 
exception of a short period in September 1951, and total regional hydro energy 
supplies, including supplies from watersheds other than the Columbia, have been 
well above average. Asa result, it was necessary to reduce industrial operations 
for only a short period in September 1951 by curtailing loads approximately 
92,000 kilowatts for only 12 days. In order to avoid further curtailment, how- 
ever, utilization of higher cost steam energy supplies in the region was necessary 
to enable the interruptible industrial loads, largely aluminum production, to 
operate at full capacity. 

During the coming operating year 1952-53, the region will be short in power 
supply approximately 640,000 average kilowatts under critical water conditions 
of which nearly 520,000 kilowatts would be interruptible loads. Thus, industrial 
loads essential to the national defense program again will be subject to the risk 
of interruption. The dependence of Pacific Northwest industry on nondepend- 
able, interruptible power is very large and will continue to be large for the next 
several years. The production dependent upon such power is an important factor 
in the national defense program. During the past year over 10 percent of the 
Nation’s entire aluminum supply came from the utilization of this nondependable 
interruptible power in the Northwest. 

The power situation will not improve much in 1953-54. Even though power 
from the first two units at the McNary project will provide 140,000 kilowatts of 
continuous power starting in December 1953, the region will still be short about 
580,000 kilowatts, all of which would be interruptible, if critical water conditions 
prevail. In 1954-55, with additional power from McNary and Hungry Horse, 
the deficiency in a eritical season, assuming no additional electroprocess in- 
dustrial loads, would be reduced to 135,000 kilowatts. The power situation 
remains about the same in 1955-56. Initial power from Chief Joseph and the 
additional power at MeNary in this year is only sufficient to provide for the 
normal load increase of the distributors in the region. Any additional require- 
ments of existing industry served by the Administration or of new industry 
would increase the power deficiency. ' 

In 1956-57 the region is still faced with a minimum deficiency of over 90,000 
average kilowatts in a critical year unless new multipurpose projects are under- 
taken immediately. This deficiency will be larger if there is an expansion of 
electroprocess industries. These comparisons of scheduled power production 
with estimated power requirements have all assumed operation of all steam- 
electric generating plants in the region. Many of these plants are old and woe- 
fully inefficient with generating costs running well over 1 cent per kilowatt-hour. 

Without additional projects, power would remain in short supply in the Pacific 
Northwest after 1956-57. Even with the additional power from Chief Joseph 
and The Dalles, and no new industry, the deficiency would again start to increase 
after 1957-58. The normal load growth of the private and public power dis- 
tributors is estimated at more than 300,000 average kilowatts a year. This is 
exclusive of any increase in the loads of electroprocess industrial plants. If 
power is to be available for the continued expansion of the electroprocess 
industries and for the industrial growth of the Pacific Northwest, then Hells 
Canyon and other projects should be started now. Potential electric energy 
requirements in the region exceed power that can be made available on a rea- 
sonable schedule over the next 10 years. All of the foregoing assumes that new 
starts and projects under construction will be maintained on present schedules. 
If projects are delayed due to lack of appropriations or for other reasons the 
above deficiencies will be increased and the recovery from the area power shortage 
will be delayed. 

New electroprocess industrial loads must be served in the Pacific Northwest 
if the region is to continue to prosper and if its potential production for national 
defense is to be augmented. The electroprocess industries look to the Columbia 
River power system to furnish the electric energy for a substantial part of their 
future development. These industries, where cost of electric energy ranges from 
10 to 25 percent of total production costs; must locate new plants where power 
is low priced or they will not expand in the United States. Growth of these 
new plants for the production of aluminum, magnesium, ferro-alloys, abrasives, 
phosphorus, chlorine, caustic soda, chlorates, hydrogen peroxide, and other 
chemicals are essential for the expansion of the peacetime economy and are 
vital for the national defense, Over the past 40 years, these industries have 
been among the fastest growing in the Nation. 
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In the figures used above, potential growth of industrial loads has not been 
included because there is a serious shortage without such loads. The attached 
table shows our estimate of the amount of such loads which would come to the 
Northwest if power were available. Some of these could be served starting 
in 1954-55 on the basis of median water conditions if sufficiently urgent for 
the national defense, but additional firm power should in any event be provided 
as soon as possible to keep the amount of interruptible load within manage- 
able limits. The report of the Electric Power Advisory Committee to the Defense 
Production Administration in December 1951 points out that from a national 
viewpoint, provision must be made for increases in industrial uses of power 
in all sections of the country. In the Northwest which depends for its supply 
primarily in large hydro projects taking 5 years or more for completion, this 
can be done only by prompt initiation of construction on new projects such 
as Hells Canyon. 


GROWTH OF ELECTRIC ENERGY REQUIREMENTS IN THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST 


Electric energy requirements in the Pacific Northwest have been increasing 
at a much more rapid rate than the average for the Nation as a whole. In 
1951, distributors in the Pacific Northwest (Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and 
western Montana) sold about 24 billion kilowatt-hours, about 65 percent larger 
than the war peak in 1944 and over 330 percent larger than in 1940. (See 
attached table and chart.) In 1951, sales in the Nation were about 60 percent 
larger than in 1944 and about 170 percent larger than in 1940. The larger 
increase in the Pacific Northwest than for the rest of the Nation is due to the 
faster rate of population growth, increased usage by consumers, and indus- 
trial expansion in industries requiring large amount of electric energy. 

Population of the region increased at a rapid rate during the war as people 
came from all over the Nation to man the shipyards and other defense indus- 
tries. This growth continued in the period following the end of the war. In 
1950, the Pacific Northwest had nearly 4,700,000 residents compared with 
3,500,000 10 vears earlier, an increase of 32 percent. Population in the Nation 
increased only 14 percent between 1940 and 1950. 


Pacific Northwest region’—Average loads and capabilities over minimum year 
drawn-down period, 1952-53 through 1959-60 


(Thousands of average kilowatts] 


1952-53 1953-54 1954-55 1955-56! 1956-57 1957-58 1958-59 1959-40 


Federal capabilities at plant: 
Existing projects and those with con- | 
struction money °® 1,684 | 2,035 | 2,559 | 2,85 3,215 | 3,512 | 3,861 | 4,118 
Other prejects in schedule U except 
Hells Canyon eee . nia 3 ; 2 28R9 21, 27: 
* Hells Canyon. : ‘ , ‘ . 3590 | 3820 
Total schedule U (attached) 1,684 | 2,035 | 2,559 | 2,863 3,383 | 3,8 5,340 6,210 
Non- Federal capabilities ¢ ._. ‘ 1,904 | 2,213 | 2,442 | 2, 2, 43 2,402 | 2.366 2,301 


Total regional capabilities _ 3, 588 | 4,248 | 5, 5, 3 5,817 | 6, 2! 7, 706 


Loads at generating plants: 
Distributors and firm and interruptible | 
industry- eee rr 4,229 4,824 5,136 5,444 | 5,741 | 6,023 6,391 | 6,689 
Potential industry ___- bites 351 629 O41 «1,234 ’ , 50 1,949 | 2, 437 
Total loads including potential. __- 4,229 5,175 | 5,765 | 6,385 | 6,975 | 7,593 | 8.340 | 9,126 
Regional capabilities _ - - bain 3,588 4,248 | 5,001 | 5,311 | 5,817 | 6, 20) 7,706 | 8,511 
(Deficiency) _- whee ---| (641), (927), (764) (1,074) (1,158) (1,343)) (634); (615) 
Potential industrial loads ~ | 351 629 941 | 1,234 | 1,570 | 1,949 | 2, 437 
Surplus or (deficit) before potential industry.| (641)) (576), (135) (133) 76 227 | 1,315 | 1,822 


! Ineludes Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and Montana west of the Continental Divide. 

2 Includes downstream effect of Libby project. 

’ Includes downstream effect of Heils Canyon project. Added to the C-2 system, excluding Glacier 
View, the Hells Canyon pk int will add 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime power. 

. Includes Pelton and Cowlitz projects. 
5 Does not include lower Snake plants: Ice Harbor, lower Monumental, Little Goose, and lower Granite, 
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United States Columbia River Power Syustem—Schedule U, 


Mar. 5, 


Project 


Albeni Falls: 
1.14 million acre-feet usable storage. __-_-. 
Unit No, 1 ated ‘ 
Unit No, 2 
Unit No. 3 

Hungry Horse 
0.58 million acre-feet usable storage 
2.0 million acre-feet usable storage 
2.98 million acre-feet usable storage 
oy ERS ee eee 
Unit No, 2 
Unit No. ‘ 
Unit No. 

Detroit: 
Unit No. 1 
Unit No, 2 

Big Cliff: 
Reregulation.....-- 
Unit No. 1 

vary: 

Tnits Nos. 1 and 2__- ina 

nit No. 3 ae 

3) 3 Ea ‘ 

nit No. §....- anlabiaiiiiaeied 

nit No. 6 

nit No. 7 ie 

oy OS ee 
~ f= Seer 

Tnit No. 

Init No. 11- 

i) ke 
 & ~ jews Aeeate nc 
Tnit No. 14 aS, Antes = ee 

Lookout Point (Meridian): 

Units Nos. 1 and 2 

Unit No. 3 
Dexter: 

Reregulation - - - 

Unit No. 1 F 
Roza: Units Nos. 1 and 2-. 
American Falls: 

Unit No.1 

Unit No, 2 

Unit No. 3 

Chandler: Units Nos. 1 and 2 

Chief Joseph: 

‘nits Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4 

nit No. 5 

nit No. 6 

nit No. 7 

nit No.8 

nit No. 9 

nit No, 10 

nit No, 11 

nit No. 12_. 

nit No, 13 

Tnit No. 14 

Init No. 15 

Init No. 16_. 

‘nit No. 17 2. 

Tnit No. 182 

Palisades: 

nit No.) 


om Lh 


ad 
S 
vA 


oe wt at et et et et et et | 


LLL eee 


Tnit No. 2 ‘ 
Init No. 3... 
Unit No. 4 
Upper Scriver Creek: 
Unit No. 1 
Unit No. 2 
Unit Ne, 3. ......<.. 
Lower Scriver Creek: 
Unit No, 1 J 
Unit No. 2 
Ice Harbor 
Units Nos 
Unit No. 3 
Unit No. 42 


Footnotes at end of table. 


—_ 


land 2 


CANYON DAM 


1952 





Total name- 
plate rating 
(thousands of 
kilowatts)! 


to 
s 
Swe DOS 


10.0 
20.0 
30.0 
12.0 


256. 0 
320.0 
384.0 
448.0 
512.0 
576.0 
(40.0 
704. 0 
768.0 
832.0 
x06. 0 
960.0 
, 024.0 
, OSS. 0 
, 152.0 





defense 








program, 


Date in service 


August 1952, 
August 1954 
December 1954. 
A pril 1955. 


September 1952, 
September 1953 
September 1954, 
October 1952. 

December 1952. 
August 1953. 

November 1953 


June 1953. 
December 1953, 


October 1953, 
December 1953. 


December 1953, 
March 1954. 
June 1954, 
September 1954. 
December 1954. 
March 1955, 
June 1955. 
September 1955. 
December 1955. 
March 1956. 
June 1956, 
September 1956, 
December 1956. 


July 1954. 
December 1954. 


October 1954. 
December 1954, 
July 1955. 


November 1955. 
January 1956. 
March 1956 
December 1955. 


Do. 
March 1956 
June 1956, 
September 1986 
December 1956 
March 1957. 
June 1957. 
September 1957. 
December 1957. 
March 1958. 
June 1958. 
September 1958. 
December 1958 
March 1959. 
June 1959 


October 1956. 
January 1957. 
April 1957. 
July 1957. 


Septem ber 1956. 
Novem ber 1956. 
January 1957 


Septem ber 1956, 
November 1956. 
December 1956 


April 1957 
August 1957, 
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United States Columbia River Power Sustem- 
Continued 


Mar. 5, 1952 
Project 


Hells Canyon: 
dead storage 
3.88 million acre-feet usable storage 
"nit No 
nit No 
nit No 
‘nit No. 
Tnit No, ! 
"nit No, 
nit No. 
nit No. 
Dalles 
Units Nos 1 and 2.______-- 
Unit No. 3 
Unit No. 4 ities 
Unit No. §.....-. . z ae 
Unit No, = 
Unit No. 
Unit No. 
Unit No. 
Unit No. 1 ike 
Unit No. 11 = 
Unit No. 1 ‘ 


SIAN S whe 


pt peach et em el pe yes 


The 


Unit No, 14 
Hills Creek: Unit No.1 
Lower rn onumental: 
Units Nos. 1 and 2 
Unit No. 3 
Unit No, 42 
Little Goose 
Units Nos. 1 and 2 ad ‘ 
Unit No.3 
Unit No. 42 
Libby: 
4.25 million acre-feet usable storage 
4.60 million acre-feet usable storage 
Units Nos. 1 and 2 
Units Nos. 3, 4, and 5 
Lower granite: 
Units Nos. 1 and 2 
Unit No.3 
Unit No. 42._..... 


CANYON DAM 





Total name- 
plate rating 
(thousand 
kilowatts 


_ 


ot 


206. 0 
515. ( 


110 
165 


220.0 





' Mannfacturer’s rating and does not necessarily revresent maximum capability. 
? Unit not scheduled in current Corps of Engineers’ program. 


Pacific Northwest region ’*—Electric power sales to major classe 


1940-51 


[Millions of kilowatt-hours] 


Domestic, 
urban and 


rural industrial 
1940 1, 366 1 
1941 1, 589 3 
1942 1, 869 l,i 
1943 2, 133 a 
1044 2, 383 E. 
1945. . 2,713 1, 
1946 3, 218 2, 
1947 3, 942 2, 
1948___ 4,737 2, 
1949. _ 5, 429 2 
1950 6, 125 2 
1951 (estimated) 6, 861 3, 


1 Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Montana west of the 


21139—52—ser. 20——-24 





Commercial 
and sm: 


Large 


Ml industrial 


, 356 2, 558 
157 4,078 
514 6, 185 
554 8, 644 
770 9, 926 
SY1 8, 203 
O13 6,811 
285 9, 181 
io2 10, 273 
672 10,814 
936 12, 451 
Is0 15, 859 


Continental Divide. 
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Schedule U, defense program, 


Date in service 


august 1957, 
August 195s, 
Se ptern he r 1957 
December 1957 
March 1958, 
June 1958 
Septem her 1958 
Decem ber 1958 
March 1959, 
June 1959 


Novem ber 1957, 
February 1958, 
May 1958 
August 1958, 
Novem ber 1958 
February 1959 
May 1959. 
August 1959, 
Novem ber 1959. 
February 1960 
May 1960. 
August 1960 
Novem ber 1960, 
December 1957 


December 1958 
April 1959. 
Al gust 1959 


December 1959 
April 1960, 
August 1960 


“e: tember 1958 
September 1959 
tember 1958 
September 1959 


Se 


December 1960, 
April 1961. 
Avgust 1961 


8 of consumers, 


Other Total sales 
305 5, 585 
19 7, 443 
306 9, 954 
435 12, 766 
56S 14, (47 
605 13, 412 
505 12, 547 
475 15, 883 
4tis 17, SO 
1 ~ 19, 346 
446 21, 956 
169 24, 369 
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PACIFIC NORTHWEST REGION 


ELECTRIC POWER SALES 
TO MAJOR CLASSES OF CONSUMERS 


1I940—I95I 


TOTAL SA 


© LARGE INDUSTRIAL 


nth; 


8 SMALL INDUSTRIAL 


) 
x 
2 
} 
x 
- 
< 
= 
° 
2 
< 
ive 
S 
” 
z 
° 
4 
= 
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BILLIONS OF KILOWATT HOURS 


DOMESTIC & 


1940 1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946 1947 1948 i949 1950 195! 
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Sales to residential and farm consumers in 1951 were nearly 190 percent 
larger than in 1944. The comparable increase in the Nation was about 130 
percent. In 1951, distributors in the Pacific Northwest were serving one-third 
more residential and farm consumers than in 1944. This increase was in part 
the result of population growth and in part due to the extension of lines to 
thinly settled rural areas to provide service to previously unserved farms. 

Average annual consumption of residential and farm consumers has increased 
rapidly. In the Pacific Northwest, electricity is relatively low priced and other 
fuels are not available locally and must be brought in. In 1951, the average 
residential and farm consumer in the Pacific Northwest used about 5,000 kilo- 
watt-hours, or more than three times as much electricity as he used in 1940, 
In the Nation as a whole, the average residential and farm consumer used 
about 2,000 kilowatt-hours in 1951, or about twice his 1940 consumption. 





HELLS CANYON DAM 367 


Industries in the Pacific Northwest purchased only 40 percent more electrie 
energy in 1951 than at the war peak in 1944. The aluminum industry, which 
ranks first in electric energy consumption in the region, purchased 28 percent 
more energy in 1951 than in 1944. Most of this increase was in the purchase 
of interruptible power and by 1951, about 25 percent of the electric energy 
served the aluminum plants was on an interruptible basis. Such power is 
subject to interruption when river flows decrease. 

The pulp and paper industry which ranks second to the aluminum industry 
in the consumption of electric energy in the Pacific Northwest, purchased more 
than twice as much energy in 1951 as in 1944. In addition to expanding pro- 
duction during this period, this industry almost universally adopted the hydraulic 
barker which increased energy requirements and reduced the amount of waste 
available for the generation of electricity. Plywood mills, sawmills, wood- 
working plants and other forest products industries are steadily increasing 
their purchases of electric energy. This has resulted from both the growth 
of these industries and the increased mechanization and other technical changes. 

Electric energy requirements of residential, farm, commercial, and industrial 
consumers will continue to expand. We expect that the requirements of domestic, 
commercial, and existing industrial customers will more than double in the 
next 10 years. The region’s total requirements, including potential new electro- 
process industries, will about triple. To serve these loads, generating capacity 
will have to be expanded at a rapid rate. 


POTENTIAL POWER REQUIREMENTS IN THE SNAKE BASIN AREA 


A study of the potential power requirements of the Snake Basin area, which 
consists of southern Idaho and part of eastern Oregon, has been made by the 
Bonneville Power Administration with the cooperation of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation and ether Federal agencies. In 1950, the 34 electric power distributors 
in the area, 26 of which are publicly owned, sold 1,355 million kilowatt-hours, 
or over 140 percent more electricity than in 1945, The basin’s peak loads are 
expected to increase from 520,000 kilowatts in 1950 to about 1,200,000 in 1960 
and to more than 2,000,000 kilowatts by 1970. These estimates of potential loads 
are all based on utilization of other local resources in addition to the electric 
energy. 

The major mineral resource of the southern Idaho area consists of larg 
deposits of phosphate rock in the southeastern portion of the State. Approxi- 
mately 45 percent of the Nation’s phosphorus reserves are located in this area. 
Up to now only a minor fraction of this resource has been utilized. Within the 
last few years, however, one large chemical firm has begun the production of 
elemental phosphorus using electric furnace operations in this area, and another 
firm is constructing a similar plant. As Tennessee and Florida phosphate rock 
is consumed and becomes more expensive, the Nation must turn more and more 
to its western deposits, especially those in southern Idaho. Because the 
dominant method for the production of phosphate fertilizer involves the use 
of sulfuric acid and because sulfuric acid for fertilizer production is in short 
supply, farmers today throughout the Nation are obtaining only part of the 
fertilizer they need and would like to use. In the long run this situation can 
have serious repercussions on crop and livestock production and even upon 
the health of the Nation. 

Because of the lack of adequate supplies of sulfuric acid, coupled with the 
fact that acid production requiring the use of high grade rock would greatly 
restrict the amount of fertilizer which could be obtained from the deposits, 
large blocks of low cost power are essential for phosphate fertilizer production 
in southeastern Idaho. 

Contracts entered into between the Idaho Power Co. and the Utah Power & 
Light Co. on the one hand, and the Westvaco Division of the Food Machinery 
€o., and the Monsanto Chemical Co., respectively, are at prices ranging from 
3.6 to 4.9 mills per kilowatt-hour at 90 percent load factor, the approximate 
load factor at which phosphorus furnaces operate. The production of elemental 
phosphorus for use in detergents and other chemical uses will expand even 
though power for the electric furnaces costs as much as 5 mills. Production 
of phosphate fertilizer for the Nation’s agriculture, however, requires lower 
cost power if the fertilizers are to be within the reach of the Nation's farmers. 
Current estimates indicate a price of approximately 3 mills to be the maximum 
that will develop adequate fertilizer production. Hells Canyon power would be 
made available in the vicinity of the phosphate deposits at the same rate which 
is applicable to power sold from other Columbia River projects, currently about 
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2% mills per kilowatt-hour, but may increase in price in 1954. At this rate 
it is estimated that the cost of the triple superphosphate fertilizer produced by 
the electric furnace method would be low enough to permit it to be shipped 
into the midwestern areas now experiencing a serious shortage of fertilizer. 

It is of tremendous importance to the American Nation that this need for 
fertilizer be met at a price which farmers can afford to pay. The Department 
of Agriculture advises us that the expanding population of the country can 
be fed only in part by expanding the areas of farm production. For the most 
part it must be met by increasing the productivity of existing farms and this 
will require large quantities of phosphate fertilizers. The higher the price 
of fertilizer the less the farmers are able to buy and use. 

One important aspect of electric furnace production of phosphate fertilizers 
as compared with the use of sulphuric acid is that the furnace can use rock 
with a lower phosphate content. Since the bulk of western rock deposits, 
including those in southern Idako, contains less phosphate than required b) 
the acid process, the use of the electric furnace for phosphate fertilizer produc- 
tion will substantially increase the amount of the phosphate rock that can be 
used in the production of fertilizers. To obtain maximum utilization of the 
deposits the high grade rock should not be used for production of fertilizer by 
the acid method, but should be saved to mix with lower-grade rock which 
otherwise could not be used under present technology even in an electric furnace. 

It is probable that other mineral industries will be stimulated by the avail- 
ability of Hells Canyon power in southern Idaho and eastern Oregon. This 
area has commercial deposits or potentialities in antimony, zine, tungsten, 
thorium, cobalt, and fluospar particularly. Futhermore, low-grade ores of some 
minerals become commercial grade when low-cost power is available and new 
treatment processes can be developed. If this pattern is followed in southern 
Idaho, other mineral possibilities may respond to the presence of Hells Canyon 
power. 

In addition to the power available from the Hells Canyon site the large 
increments in power at downstream dams resulting from the use of Hells Canyon 
storage will make possible further expansion of electroprocess industries in 
Oregon and Washington. 


TAX BENEFITS FROM HELLS CANYON DAM 


While Federal hydro projects do not normally pay property and incom» 
taxes, the construction of such projects does result in very large additional 
taxes, both to local communities and to the Federal Government. There is no 
way of estimating with any reasonable degree of accuracy the amount of addi- 
tional taxes which will result in Idaho from the construction of Hells Canyon 
Dam. However, the actual results in Oregon and Washington of Bonneville and 
Grand Coulee Dams will certainly be indicative of what might be reasonably 
anticipated from Hells Canyon Dam. The attached study entitled “Taxes of 
Electroprocess Plants Served by the Bonneville Power Administration” dated 
February 29, 1952, shows that in 1951, 18 electro process industries purchasing 
about 850,000 average kilowatts from the Bonneville Power Administration 
produced about $250,009.000 in metals and chemicals. Federal income and 
excess profits taxes on this output amounted to an estimated $17,000,000. Local 
property taxes were $1,669,000, or about 1 percent of all tax levies on real and 
personal property in the States of Oregon and Washington combined, 

There is good reason to assume that southern Idaho and eastern Oregon will 
experience a similar expansion of their taxable wealth when power becomes 
available from Hells Canyon project as a part of the Columbia River system 
For example, a large production of concentrated superphosphate fertilizer by 
the electric furnace method seems assured if power becomes available at 3 
mills per kilowatt-hour or less, A plant with an annual capacity of 175,000 
tons of concentrated superphosphate would require about 60,000 kilowatts and 
an investment of about $14 million. Such an operation would be an important 
addition to the tax base of the State of Idaho and the Nation. With the avail- 
ability of power from Hells Canyon, several such plants would probably locate 
in the southern Idaho area. Other types of industries would also be encouraved 
and their establishment would increase the taxable wealth of the area. 
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TAXES OF ELECTROPROCESS PLANTS SERVED BY THE BONNEVILLE POWER 
ADMINISTRATION 


Division of Power Operations, Branch of Power Requirements 


Electroprocess industries attracted to the Pacific Northwest principally by 
Columbia River power are making a major contribution to the national defense 
and to the economie activity of the Pacific Northwest and the Nation. They 
also are substantially increasing the taxable wealth of the Nation. 

In 1951, reduction mills served by the Bonneville Power Administration pro- 
duced about 44 percent of the Nation’s primary aluminum, Plants served by 
the Bonneville Power Administration also produced substantial quantities of 
aluminum sheet, rod, wire and cable, chlorine, chlorates, caustic soda, calcium 
carbide, ferro-alloys, and abrasive material. 

About $3800,000,000 has already been invested in the plant and equipment of 
the electroprocess operations served by the Bonneville Power Administration, 
This compares With a total Federal power investment in the Pacific Northwest 
of about $400,000,000. 

In the 12 years (1940 through 1951) the electroprocess plants purchasing 
power from Bonneville Power Administration have produced about $1,400,000,000 
worth of aluminum, aluminum sheet, rod, wire and cable, magnesium, chlorine, 
caustic soda, chlorates, ferro-alloys, calcium carbide, silicon carbide, and ele- 
imental phosphorus (see table 1 for list of plants). From 1940 through 1951, 
operators of these plants paid an estimated $73,000,000 in Federal income and 
excess profits taxes from the output of these factories. Local property taxes 
amounted to $8,600,000. Salaries and wages of those employed at the plants 
exceeded $200,000,000. These wage earners and salaried employees have paid 
an estimated $13,000,000 in Federal income taxes on their earnings. 

The Bonneville Power Administration has sold these industries about 52 
hillion kilowatt-hours of electric energy, and has received from them about 
$118,000,000 in power revenues. 

In 1951, production was at high levels. In this year about $250,000,000 in 
metals and chemicals were produced at these plants. They contributed much 
to the economy of the region, accounting for about 5 percent of the “value added 
by manufactures” in Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and western Montana. Federal 
income and excess-profits taxes reached an estimated $17,000,000. Local 
property taxes were $1,669,000, or about 1 percent of all local taxes levied on 
real and personal property in the States of Oregon and Washington combined. 
Employees of these plants received about $32,000,000 in salaries and wages in 
1951. 

Particular impact of these factories on taxable wealth has been felt near 
the locations of the plants. These large new investments have stimulated eco- 
nomic activity and have broadened the tax base. In Spokane County, Wash., 
three light metal plants in 1951 accounted for about 9 percent of all local 
property tax levies. Spokane is an important railroad center served by six 
railroads, but the assessed valuation of these three metal plants is about 60 
percent larger than the total assessed valuation of all six railroads operating 
inthe county. The large increase in the tax base is important to every taxpayer. 
Spokane County levied a 11.29 mills in 1941 to raise about $1,200,000. In 1951, 
the county tax rate of 10.32 mills was smaller than in 1941 but the $1,900,000 
in taxes was about 60 percent larger than in 1941. 

Local property taxes of the aluminum and abrasive plants in Clark County, 
Wash., in 1951 amounted to about 9 percent of the county total. 

In the highly industrialized county of Cowlitz, Wash., the one aluminum plant 
accounts for about 5 percent of the total tax levies in the county. One electro- 
process plant served by the Bonneville Power Administration in Pierce County, 
Wash., and another in Douglas County, Wash., accounted for about 1 percent 
of the tax levied in each county. 

Four electroprocess plants served by Bonneville Power Administration in 
Multnomah County, Oreg., pay over 1 percent of the taxes in the county and 
about one-half of 1 péreent of all local property taxes levied in the State of 
Oregon, 
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Only the taxes of electroprocess plants served directly by the Bonneville 
Power Administration are presented in the following tables. Although these 
factories comprise the majority of the electroprocess plants in the region, other 
plants are served by other utilities which purchase power from Bonneville Power 
Administration. They also contribute much to the tax base of the region. For 
example, the electroprocess plants served by the city of Tacoma account for 
nearly 2 percent of all taxes on the rolls of Pierce County, Wash. 

Also, no analysis is made here of the indirect creations of taxable wealth and 
the indirect tax contributions resulting from Columbia River power, These 
indirect contributions are much larger than the direct ones from customers 
served by Bonneville Power Administration. For example, Pacific Northwest 
reduction mills provide ahout 44 percent of the primary aluminum used by the 
17,000 aluminum fabricators in the United States, including more than 300 
fabricators in the Pacific Northwest. Income is also increased by the materials 
and services required by the industries Bonneville Power Administration serves. 
For example, about 1,600 cars of alumina are brought to aluminum plants in 
Oregon and Washington from the Gulf, St. Louis, and Arkansas areas each 
month. The freight bill on this alumina exceeds $600,000 a month. 


TABLE 1.—Electroprocess plants served by the Bonneville Power Administration 
in 1951 


Company j Location Product 





Aluminum Co. of America Vancouver, Wash__...| Aluminum and aluminum rod, 
| wire, and cable. 
The Carborundum Co__._. Silicon carbide. 
General Services Administration ! i 8 Ferroalloys and magnesium. 
Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corp______--- _.do Aluminum. 
I } Aluminum sheet. 
Do. | Tacoma, Wash Aluminum. 
Keokuk Electro-Metals Co Rock Island, W ash... on Ferroalloys. 
Pacific Carbide & Alloys Co ; | Portland, Oreg.. | Calcium carbide. 
Pennsylvania Salt Manufacturing Co SSE tees 5 ......| Chlorine and caustic soda, chlo- 
rates. 


Reynolds Metals Co_. | Longview, Wash | Aluminum. 

Do ....--------| Troutdale, Oreg Do 
Union Carbide & Carbon Corp j Portland, Oreg.___.._..| Ferroalloys and caleuim carbide. 
Victor Chemical Works_--.........---.-- ...| Silver Bow, Mont.....| Elemental phosphorus. 





1 Operated by Pacific Northwest Alloys Co. 


TABLE 2.—Assessed valuation and tares of electroprocess plants in the State of 
Washington served by the Bonneville Power Administration, 1950 and 1951 


Year taxes payable 


1950 1951 





Spokane County: 
Assessed valuation: | 
Total, Spokane County. _.. ‘ . $189, 234, 899 $201, 591, 429 
Total. 3 plants vrs DS Ea a8 DS Fa a TE 2 11, 602, 050 16, li 39, 680 


Trentwood Rolling Mill SL ccethat cabensiadademades eal 6, 821, 420 | 9, gil, 405 
Mead Aluminm Reduction Mill__- Se REE 3, 806, 855 5, 214, 395 
Magnesium plant_ _._-- fB3¢. SIP el AR Sl See. 973, 775 1, 613, 830) 


3 plants as percent of county total . 8.0 





Taxes on rolls: | 
Total, Spokane C aan phan shicaed $7, 608, 104 $8, 486 776 
Te FE ino oh seer he cai bite sisidnw dade phen casiee<cumeeel 492, 325 


Trentwood Rolling Mill f ie 243, 827 
Mead Aluminum Reduction Mill. - -- phidiodimeake dt 197, 862 | 
Magnesium plant_ - - seit claiedbandheltetsshuulla is toios 50, 636 


3 plants as percent of county total 


See footnote at end of table. 
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TABLE 2.—Assessed valuation and tares of electroprocess plants in the State of 
Washington served by the Bonneville Power Administration, 1950 and 1951—Con. 


Year taxes payable 








Clark County: 
Assessed valuation: 
EE FO ETOP EE AE ee $38, 970, 653 | $41, 880, 283 
_ & ) (hs ar a ee RENTS A 3, 448, 800 4, 047, 940 


d iwemendeibadduaie seen ied 3, 448, 800 | 3, 484, 980 
oo eee Tac ee Sem : : | 562, 960 


2 plants as percent of county total. ____- 


Taxes: | 
Total, Clark County--_...........- ‘ $2, 181, 771 | 

Total, 2 plants OPE TE eis 213, 826 208, 563 

“213, 826 | | 179, 476 

29, 087 


2 plants as percent of county total 9.8 9. 0 


Cowlitz County: 
Assessed valuation: | 
Total, Cowlitz County | $37, 306, 479 | $37, 881, 306 
Reynolds Metals Co a 1, 661, 666 a, 620, 085 








Reynolds Metals as percent of county tota]__............._-- } ae 4 | 4.3 





Taxes on rolls: g 
Total, Cowlitz County........................ statins at ec ateihid } $2, = 4 
Reynolds Metals Co ; 








Reynolds Metals as percent of county total 3.8 | 








Pierce County: 
Assessed valuation: 
ESTEE TR LO PME A Bl OEE $132, 112, 556 | $138, 515, 626 
Kaiser Aluminum__.__....---____- £6 NOTRE AS , 1, 145, 685 | i, 17,445 





Kaiser Aluminum as percent of county total 0.1 9 1.1 








Taxes on rolls: 
Total, Pierce County : re $8, 668, 772 | $8, 118, 978 
Kaiser Aluminum 828 7 


Kaiser Aluminum as percent of county total 


Douglas County: 
Assessed valuation: 
Total, Douglas County $13, 602, 205 | $14, 222, 861 
Keokuk Metals 3 1: 25, 650 150. 


Keokuk as percent of county total 


Taxes on rolls: 
Total, Douglas County__._.....--- 
Keokuk Metals.._..___- 


Keokuk as percent of county total. ____..__- : 


1 Since ie or erated for General Services Administration, taxes were payable on were eaiuetil property 
of Pacific Northwest Allovs. 
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TABLE 3.—Assessed valuation and tares of four electroprocess plants served by 
the Bonneville Power Administration in Multnomah County, Oreg., 1949-50 
through 1951-52 


Assessed valuation: 
Total, Multnomah weinancschs 
Total, 4 plants 


Aluminum Reduction, Troutdale 


Pennsylvania Salt Manufacturing Co 


Pacific Carbide & Alloys Co 
Union Carbide & Carbon Corp. 


4 plants as percent of county total 
Taxes on rolls: 
Total, Multnomah County 
Total, 4 plants 


Aluminum Reduction, Troutdale ! 
Pennsylvania Salt Manufacturing Co 


1949-50 


$590, 860, 240 
5, 920, 260 


= 341, 625 
1, 724, 165 
112, 580 
741, 890 


1.0 


$30, 597, 681 
300, 408 


87, "932 


$608, 551, 490 
6, 332, 810 
3, 552, 215 
1, 903, 495 


122, 340 | 


a“ 754, 760 


$32, 207, 179 


335, aad 


207, 414 
98, 030 


$644, 290, 765 

10, 697, 075 

7, 892, O80 

2, 332, 045 
107, 975 


$36, 860, 462 
529, 914 


378, 031 


Pacific Carbide & Alloys Co...........-.------- 4, 390 4,894 | 
Union Carbide & Carbon Corp- -- oe ee A, 408 25, 360 


4 plants as percent of county total 


| Includes drainage assessment of $829 in 1949-50; 0.78790 in 1950-51, and $1,579 in 1951-52. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, 
February 1, 1952. 


HeLLS CANYON DIVISION, SNAKE RIVER PROJECT, — AND OREGON POWER 
CAPABILITY AND CosT 


SUMMARY 


A bill (HF. R. 5743) has been introduced in the Eighty-second Congress to 
authorize, among other things, the Hells Canyon Division of the Snake River 
project, that division to comprise the Hells Canyon Dam and power plant on the 
Snake River. The bill would authorize this development in accordance with 
the plan set out in the 1948 report, which is printed as volume II of House 
Document 473, Eighty-first Congress, second session, pages 111-2038, as modified 
by the April 1951 report of the Commissioner of Reclamation approved by the 
Secretary of the Interior on May 11, 1951. Development of Hells Canyon 
would result in a large increase in the prime power output of the system of 
existing and authorized Federal hydroelectric power develpoments in the Colum- 
bia River Basin through the addition of large quantities of power generated at 
site, at downstream plants through use of storage water released from Hells 
Canyon, and at the other plants in th@ system through integrated operation of 
Hells Canyon as a part of the system. 

Coordinated operation studies of the whole system (comprising 15 major units 
and 19 smaller sub-basin units) including constructed, under construction, au- 
thorized, and recommended plants show that the system would produce 7,854,000 
kilowatts of system prime power. 

On the basis of a system approach wherein the total system capability is 
allocated among the projects in that system, Hells Canyon’s allocated share of 
the prime power which would be produced by the system is 1,430,500 prime kilo- 
watts. Taking into consideration the estimated cost of constructing Hells 
Canyon, and an allocated share of the estimated costs of the plants benefited by 
Hells Canyon storage, the annual cost of the 1,430,500 kilowatts would be $17.28 
per prime kilowatt. 

On the basis of considering Hells Canyon as an incremental addition to the 
above-mentioned system, it would add 1,124,000 prime kilowatts to the system. 
Taking into consideration the estimated cost of constructing Hells Canyon, and 
the estimated costs at other plants required by reason of adding Hells Canyon to 
the system, the annual cost would be $15.49 per prime kilowatt. 

The following statement discusses the derivation of the above figures. 
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FUNDAMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 


In approaching the problems involved in determining the feasibility of the 
Hells Canyon development, the following things must be kept in mind: 

1. Federal power developments in the Columbia River Basin are to be operated 
as coordinated units of a single power system in order to maximize system prime 
power production. 

2. The Hells Canyon development will become a part of the Federal system, 
as will all new Federal power projects in the Columbia River Basin. 

3. The prime (continuous) power capability of an integrated system of this 
kind greatly exceeds the sum of the prime power capabilities of its several 
plants when operated independently. 

4. The total amount of prime power to be obtained from any given or assumed 
system of plants as a whole can readily be measured by universally acceptable 
methods. 

5. That portion of the total system capability creditable to any particular 
project in the system is not readily measurable by a universally accepted method. 
Some of a storage project's share of power in the system total is produced at the 
project and some is produced at other plants which benefit by reason of the 
hydraulic and electrical integration afforded by system operation. Allocation 
to specific prejects of the benefits of integrated operation entails assumptions no 
single set of which has universal usage. 

6. The amount of power attributable to a project is not in itself a measure of 
feasibility. Only when related to unit costs does power capability become sig- 
nificant in establishing the feasibility of a power project. 


DISCUSSION OF THE 1948 REPORT 


At the time the 1948 report on the Hells Canyon project was prepared there 
were authorized for construction seven major projects in addition to the Grand 
Coulee and Bonneville plants which comprise the existing Columbia River Federal 
power system. These authorized projects were: Hungry Horse on the South 
Fork of the Flathead River, Chief Joseph on the Columbia River below Grand 
Coulee Dam, MeNary on the Columbia below the mouth of the Snake River, 
and four projects on the lower Snake River. 

In view of the program for construction then in prospect for all authorized 
projects, the contribution of the Hells Canyon project to system production was 
treated in the 1948 report as the increment to be added next after the then 
authorized plants. The total prime power capabilities were determined for (1) 
the then authorized system, and (2) that system plus Hells Canyon. The differ- 
ence between these figures represented the amount of prime power which Hells 
Canyon would add to the system of plants which then seemed in near prospect. 
The average prime power contribution of Hells Canyon, thus estimated, was 
shown in the report to be 854,000 kilowatts. Of this 854,000 kilowatts, it was 
assumed at that time that 404,000 kilowatts would be marketed in the central 
and upper Snake basins, and 450,000 kilowatts would be marketed in the remain- 
der of the Columbia power marketing area. 

The amount of annual cost assignable to the 450,000 kilowatts was placed 
at an average of $15.41 per kilowatt. This did not include costs of generating 
power at downstream plants with releases of storage from Hells Canyon 
Reservoir or costs of transmitting such power to load centers. Costs of Hells 
Canyon equivalent to this amount were, in effect, assigned to existing and 
authorized projects, it being assumed that there would be credited to Hells 
Canyon from revenues derived from the sale of power at those plants an annual 
amount of $6,939,130. The balance of the receipts required for amortization 
of the power investment with interest at 3 percent on the outstanding obliga- 
tion, it was shown, could be returned from the sale in the upper Snake Basin 
of the 404,000 kilowatts at an average rate (4.4 mills per kilowatt-hour in- 
cluding transmission to load centers) which was consistent with those pre- 
vailing in that area. 

DISCUSSION OF APRIL 1951 REPOR1 


In the report of April 1951, the prime power attributable to Hells Canyon 
is indicated as 1,430,500 kilowatts and the cost per kilowatt is estimated at 
$17.28. That cost is $1.11 less than the average cost of $18.39 per kilowatt 
for the prime power from all projects under construction, authorized, and 
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recommended, including Hells Canyon, to be added to the existing low-cost 
Grand Coulee and Bonneville projects. These costs are for generation only 
and do not include transmission costs. Taking into account rate increases 
which the Bonneville Power Administration has indicated will be necessary in 
the future to return the greater average costs of prospective additions to the 
Federal power system, these figures indicate the relatively favorable cost posi- 
tion of the Hells Canyon development and give assurance of full return of project 
costs. 

As noted in the April 1951 report, several new considerations were involved 
in the estimation of prime power there credited to the Hells Canyon develop- 
ment, The rate of upstream irrigation development and attendant depletion 
in stream flow promised to be somewhat slower than earlier anticipated, with 
the result that flows in prospect for power production during the payout period 
were somewhat increased, Also, further experience at Grand Coulee and at 
other Federal power plants had indicated sound justification for increasing 
the plant efficiencies over those assumed in the earlier report. In the operation 
studies for the Hells Canyon Reservoir presented in the 1948 report only 
2,800,000 acre-feet of the usable storage was used during the year 1936-37 in 
the interests of maintaining uniform at-site production to further marketing 
arrangements then in effect. Release of 3,880,000 acre-feet of usable storage 
in the critical 1986-37 storage draw-down season to maximize system prime 
power production, as in the April 1951 report, would have increased the system 
prime output in such critical period. Had all these adjustments been made 
in the studies for the 1948 report, the prime power added to the system by the 
project would have been increased from 854,000 to over 1,000,000 kilowatts. Of 
further significance were major projects which had been added to the author- 
ized system of Federal power plants since preparation of the 1948 report. 
These include plants at The Dalles, Albeni Falls, John Day, Libby, and Priest 
Rapids. The Dalles and John Day increase the head in authorized projects 
through which storage releases from Hells Canyon could be utilized. 

In estimating the capability figure of 1,480,500 kilowatts attributable to 
Hells Canyon, a different approach was taken in the April 1951 report. In the 
1948 report, Hells Canyon was credited with the increase in system prime 
power capability resulting from its addition to the then authorized system. In 
the April 1951 report the 1,430,500-kilowatt capability represents an allocation 
of that part of the total power capability of the system considered as creditable 
to Hells Canyon. This allocation is larger, as will be shown subsequently, 
than the amount of prime power which Hells Canyon would incrementally add 
to the system. 

Among major projects in the Federal power system there was, at the time, the 
April 1951 report was prepared, two in operation, four under construction, and 
eight authorized but not yet started. (Construction has subsequently begun 
on one of the latter, The Dalles.) Development of the lower Snake River 
plants had not moved ahead as earlier anticipated and serious problems con- 
fronted the development of other authorized projects. In the light of these 
circumstances, it was illogical to assume that, in the event Hells Canyon were 
authorized for construction as recommended, its development would await 
completion of all projects previously authorized. Furthermore, it was im- 
practicable to estimate the system of projects to which Hells Canyon will be 
the next added increment. Hence, an allocation procedure was utilized pred- 
icated on the assumption that all existing, authorized, and recommended 
power projects involving storage would share in the total system prime power 
production on a comparable basis without consideration as to the timing of 
the construction of any project in relation to the others. 


FEASIBILITY 


Two separate approaches have been used in establishing the feasibility of the 
Hells Canyon development as follows: 

(1) The allocation method wherein all storage projects are given equal 
consideration in a completed Federal system, and 

(2) The incremental method wherein a plant is added incrementally to the 
Federal system, 
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The power system used in both methods of analysis consists of five storage 
projects and ten downstream run-of-river projects on the main stems of the 
Snake and Columbia Rivers, and nineteen other small Federal plants in the 
Willamette, Snake, and Yakima subbasins. The 15 major units of the system 
are as follows: 

Storage projects: Hungry Horse, Libby, Albeni Falls, Grand Coulee, Hells 
Canyon. 

Run-of-river projects: Chief Joseph, Priest Rapids, McNary, John Day, The 
Dalles, Bonneville, Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, Lower Granite. 

The estimated costs used in these studies are based on tentative allocations of 
joint facility costs and are the same as those used in the April 1951 report. They 
are current for the Hells Canyon development, but earlier price levels were used 
for the other projects. 


Allocation method 

A, Power—Coordinated operation studies of the whole system showed that 
it would produce 7,854,000 kilowatts of system prime power. The method of 
allocating this 7,854,000 kilowatts among the projects in the system involves 
the following: 

1. The 10 run-of-river and the 19 subbasin plants were credited with the 
amount of prime power which each would be capable of generating from the 
average flow during the critical month of the critical power year (1936-37), 
without benefit of upstream storage or integrated operation. 

2. The five storage projects were credited with the difference between the total 
system prime power and the prime power credited to the run-of-river plants. 
This difference consists of : 

(a) The average energy generated at the storage plants during the system 
draw-down period of the critical power year, 1936-37, and 

(b) The increase in prime power at downstream and subbasin plants due to 
upstream storage releases and transmission integration. 

3. The total system prime power thus credited to the five storage projects as 
a group Was in turn assigned to them individually as follows: 

(a) The average energy generated at each storage project during the system 
draw-down period of the critical power year, 1936-37, was assigned to the gen- 
erating project except that the portion of such generation made possible by 
the use of water from storage projects upstream from the generating project 
was credited to the upstream storage projects. 

(b) Benefits (i. e., the increase of a generating project’s nominal prime 
capability over its prime capability without benefit of storage other than its 
own) to downstream projects receiving storage water from all storage projects, 
und the smail amount of benefit to projects in the Willamette, Yakima and 
Upper Snake Subbasins due to integration were divided among all the storage 
projects in direct proportion to the usable storage in each reservoir. 

(c) Benefits to other downstream projects (i. e., those receiving storage water 
from some but not all of the storage projects) were divided among only the 
storage projects upstream from them in direct proportion to the usable storage 
in the reservoirs of such upstream storage projects. 

The prime power production allocated to each of the run-of-river projects 
and subbasin under procedure 1 above is as follows: 


Kilowatts Kilowatts 

Chief Joseph............- _._ 265,000] Willamette subbasin___---_ 132, 000 
Priest Mapiee.. 2... 254, 000 | Iee Harbor______._________ 102, 000 
McNary —......... a eee 240, 000 | Lower Monumental__--___-_ 96, 000 
Gee Me oa ec 270, 000 | Little Goose___--_-__ Salat 163, 000 
RE PS a a 274, 000 | Lower Granite... -__-____ 85, 000 
Upper Snake Subbasin_-___-~ 138, 000 | Bonneville ~~ _-~_ SEUSS 
Yakima Subbasin____--__--- 15, 000 — —--- 
es a ee 2, 191, 000 
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The remaining system prime power production was allocated to the storage 
projects under procedures 2 and 3 above as follows: 





| Allocation of storage and integration benefits 
1,000 kilowatts 
| 


! 
| 
| / 
| 
| 
} 





Usable Power at | 
Project bheanainiy Se | Lower | 
storage site! | Columbia | Upper Lower | Total 
| | and small | Columbia Snake prime 
subbasin plants plants | allocated 
plants | 
| | 
1,000 | 1,000 | 1,000 
acre-feet kilowatts kilowatts 
Hungry Horse_____- oo 2, 980 187 | 269.4 413 har 869.4 
Libby fine SP Eran 4, 250 | 244 | 386. 7 58S A 1, 218.7 
PO a ee 1,140 22 | 104.4 ft ees 284.4 
Grand Coulee...........--.- 5, 212 1, 008 473.0 oy RD ae 1, 860.0 
ae 13, 582 1, 461 1, 233. 5 | 1, 538 |.... ‘ 4, 232.5 
Hells Canyon...........---- 3, 880 688 |  « | ae 391 | 21, 430.5 
aE ‘ 17, 462 | 2, 149 | 1, 585.0 | 1, 538 391 | 5, 663.0 
| 


| a 








! Power at site without benefit of upstream power storage from projects included in this system. é 
?The prime power added to the system by Hells Canyon on an incremental basis is discussed 
subsequently. 


B. Costs.—The same procedure that all storage projects are interdependent 
parts of a single system and should share on a comparable basis in credit for 
the total production of that system was followed in the case of the costs placed 
against the allocation of 1,430,500 kilowatts to establish the unit cost for prime 
power attributable to Hells Canyon. 

The allocation to Hells Canyon of production at other system plants shown 
in the table totals 742,500 kilowatts (351,500 plus 391,000 in the table above) 
and involves 8 different major plants, and a small share from the subbasin 
plants, resulting from system integration. Costs for power production at these 
plants were added to costs at Hells Canyon and then divided by the total 
allocation of 1,480,500 kilowatts to obtain the cost per kilowatt of prime power 
from Hells Canyon under this allocation. 

The annual cost associated with the power allocated to Hells Canyon from each 
benefiting project is the ratio of that project’s prime power credited to Hells 
Canyon to the total nominal prime power of the project, multiplied by its total 
annual cost. Thus, to illustrate with the case of the Ice Harbor project, 50 
percent of its total prime power capability is attributed to Hells Canyon, and the 
same percentage of its total annual power cost has been added to the annual 
power costs of Hells Canyon. This pro rata share of the cost of each benefiting 
plant includes a pro rata share of joint capital and operating costs as well as 
of direct power costs. The resultant annual cost is $17.28 per kilowatt for the 
1,430,500 kilowatts of system prime power attributable to Hells Canyon. The 
derivation of this unit cost is presented in table 1, attached. 


Incremental method 

The incremental method involves adding Hells Canyon to the system to deter- 
mine the amount of prime power thereby added. The costs are determined in a 
similar manner. Under the incremental method, the first storage assumed to 
be added to a system provides the greatest amount of benefit; equal amounts 
of storage added thereafter provide progressively smaller system benefits. Thus 
this method gives Hells Canuyon the least increment of benefit. 

A. Power—tThe increase ip system prime power capability of the Federal 
system resulting from the addition of the Hells Canyon development was deter- 
mined by making coordinated system operation studies with and without the 
Hells Canyon development. These studies showed that the addition of the 
Hells Canyon development to the system would increase the system prime power 
capability by 1,124,000 kilowatts to a total of 7,854,000 kilowatts. Of this 
increase an average of 688,000 kilowatts would be produced at Hells Canyon 
during the critical period of reservoir draw-down and the remaining 436,000 
kilowatts would be produced at downstream plants and at other plants in the 
system by use of Hells Canyon storage and by transmission integration. A 
large portion of the 688,000 kilowatts would be firmed up with secondary energy 
from Columbia River plants during summer months when the Hells Canyon 
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Reservoir would be filling and when large amounts of secondary energy would 
be available at Columbia River plants. The increases in system prime power 
due to adding Hells Canyon to the system are shown by the following table: 


Nominal prime capability—Kilowatts 


With Hells Without Added by 





Plant Canyon Hells Canyon) Hells Canyon 

Hells Canyon eT, 688, 000 |... | 688, 000 
Lower Granite Sink bee ee oi : som 170, 000 116, 000 54, 000 
Little Goose : ‘ ioe soe cl 209, 000 141, 000 68, 000 
Lower Monumental ‘ hchtlnbed edema oa 194, 000 | 132, 000 | 62, 000 
Ice Harbor oem : . 204, 000 139, 000 | 65, 000 
MeNary EEE ites 617, 000 569, 000 | 48, 000 
John Day : : 2 OS 715, 000 | 659, 000 | 56, 000 
Che Dalles gute sutdels ; 687, 000 | 637, 000 | 50, 000 
Bonneville i eile Schiele ed : 476, 000 | 452, 000 | 24, 000 
Other Plants SEP ERS = 3, 894, 000 | 3, 885, 000 | 9, 000 
Total shania Dicchabaeiedbed Sa _ 7, 854, 000 | 6 730,00 | 1, 124, 000 

' 


B. Costs.—The incremental approach in power production must logically be 
accompanied by an incremental approach to costs. Only the costs at Hells 
Canyon and the added costs for the production of power at other plants made 
possible by the addition of Hells Canyon to the system can appropriately be 
taken into account in the establishment of the unit cost for the total increase 
in system production. 

Inasmuch as the installed capacity at Hells Canyon would be initially only 
800,000 kilowatts additional installations would be needed at downstream plants 
and elsewhere in the system in order to utilize the storage and provide peaking 
capacity for system load factoring operations. It is estimated that 774,000 kilo- 
watts’ of capacity would be required at downstream and other sites. The in- 
cremental costs for installing and operating the 774,000 kilowatts of capacity 
at downstream and other plants when added to the costs of Hells Canyon yield, 
an estimated annual cost per kilowatt of $15.49 for the 1,124,000 kilowatts of 
prime power added by the project. This, it will be noted, is considerably below 
the kilowatt cost ($17.28) under the allocation method. The derivation of the 
annual unit cost for the 1,124,000 kilowatts is shown below : 


Annual cost 








iene Caneen....... ae siciieaiadias salad cdiciselbiadaiianbaipand i landhevd saan tbeatsosnesesictened $14, 330, 000 
2 units Chief Joseph, at $307, 000__._._..______-._._-__ $614, 000 
~ units Priest Rapids, at $202,000_____--__________ _. 404, 000 
l unit MeNary, at $259,000__________ Pn eS Rn ee on 259, OOO 
1 Gee fom Day, at Geenee...-—..............-........ 311, 000 
~ units The Dalles, at $272,000_______~_ Sa a _. 544, 000 
ea I aad a ee ee ee 544, 000 
ae ae ae 235, OOO 
eal alas Sie ER OS a eae 248, 000 
ey No ns Bh ack ncseninicindn wm ecoaticemabcnianies 226, OOO 
Ee ee eee ee ee ee eee ye ene 3, OST, 000 
ae Ee ee oe ae eee . 17,417, 000 
eS a a ahh i shh eet 1, 124, 000 
Annual cost per increased kilowatt per year___---__--___--------- 15. 49 


CONCLUSIONS 


The annual cost per kilowatt for prime power obtained by either of the fore- 
soing methods is lower than the average annual cost for prime power from 
plants under construction, authorized, or recommended for addition to the low- 


The 774,000-kilowatt total includes 2 units at The Dalles at 70,000 kilowatts each. 
These units may be increased in size to 78,000 kilowatts each, in which event the total for 
all plants would be increased to 790,000 kilowatts and the total incremental cost now 
shown as $3,087,000 at other plants would be increased by a small amount. 
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cost Grand Coulee and Bonneville projects. The latter average cost, exclusive 
of Grand Coulee and Bonneville, is estimated at $18.39 per prime kilowatt. This 
is considerably higher than the estimated annual costs for Hells Canyon of 
$17.28 per prime kilowatt derived by the allocation method or $15.49 per prime 
kilowatt derived by the incremental method. 


TABLE 1.—Cost analysis, Hells Canyon project—Cost of power in the phase C-? 
system attributable to Hells Canyon generation and storage 
[Thousands of dollars] 


HELLS CANYON COSTS 
Construction costs: 


ER A nn SS ee ee a $238, 810 
rrr ea a woes tree ws shen been iaanaeae 117, 000 
Ee a Se aR ee rene eee 1, 000 
Ia sc aglaeiou ab ah ep mmunapapatneain onion 356, 810 
Less allocation to nonpower : 
aR Ee ee a ie saith ad doin a 
Recreation * _......-..... ne ee ee a 
SR ney nee eee ea eee ae 
—— 45, 424 
Construction costs allocated to power___------------------ 313, 386 
Annual costs: 
Interest and amortization on $313,386,000 at 3 percent, 50 years_._. 12, 180 
es -ee UND 5 on ee dele 1, 065 
Replacements_ -___-_ SLE ROR REAPS 78 tate yo Re AR yep ne YES eR EE AL 1, 085 
Total annual costs at Hells Canyon _-_____--_______- id SrA 14, 330 


DOWNSTREAM ANNUAL COSTs * 


Lower Granite (50 percent of $2,267) ~~ ---_-_-_ Ty SE ee EO _ $1, 134 
Little Goose (50.7 percent of $2,521) __--___________.__.____ 1, 278 
Lower Monumental (50.5 percent of $2,439) ---.-.-_-__-- — oS 
Ice Harbor (50 percent of $2,651) _____-___---___--__-__-__. 1,325 
Menary (104: percent of $0,825)... ooo cee eC 
John Day (13.8 percent of 11,666) ....-...-.-.....-..-... 1, 610 
The Dalles (13.4 percent of 12,845) ___-_-____-- weer ores FS 
Bonneville ¢12.2 percent of 3,501) ..-_..-.............-.-.. 438 
Subbasin plants (6.6 percent of 6,231) --------------------- 411 
Total downstream annual costs_-_...............-..-.--.. 10, 398 
Total annual costs attributable to Hells Canyon __...-_---~- 2 24, 728 
System nominal prime attributable to Hells Canyon kilowatt____---~ *1, 430, 500 
Annual generation cost per prime kilowatt $24,728,000/1,430,500 
kilowatts___ Ee EE A EAT. Ah: serene AS ener Sena Ty 17, 28 
Annual generation cost per salable firm kilowatt at 75 percent load 
factor, 1.05 diversity factor and 7 percent losses____-.-----_----_~- = 13. 27 


2 Annual downstream costs are calculated at each project by use of the following 
formula: Annual power costs assignable to Hells Canyon is to the total annual power cost 
of the downstream plant as the downstream prime benefit due to Hells Canyon storage is 
to the total prime power of the downstream plant. 

* Figure includes benefit of 19,500 kilowatts to plants in other drainage basins due to 
coordination with Hells Canyon. 

1 Recreation benefits are estimated to be $9,185,000, but in this study the allocation is 
limited to the specific recreation cost of $1,000,000. 


Mr. Dirrmer. As a part of my statement I would like to have also 
included in the record a document entitled “Hells Canyon Dam and 
Phosphate Fertilizer” prepared by my staff. 

Mr. Ener. Without objection it will be made a part of the record 
following your extemporaneous remarks. 
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(The document is as follows :) 


HELLS CANYON DAM AND PHOSPHATE FERTILIZER 


The proposed Federal dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake River between Idaho 
and Oregon affects the national interest far beyond the borders of the Pacific 
Northwest. This dam is the unique key_to the maximum development of the 
phosphate deposits of the region. This would mean an increase in the incomes 
of a million and a half farmers in Western and Midwestern States, and a stronger 
agriculture throughout the country. These benefits cannot be achieved by con- 
struction of the five projects proposed by the Idahe Power Co., nor is there 
a satisfactory substitute in another Federal dam in the area. 

Other statements to be submitted in the congressional hearings will show 
why Hells Canyon Dam is more satisfactory than any other Federal dam and 
will produce far more benefits than the group of dams proposed by the Idaho 
Power Co. This statement is concerned solely with the effects of the dam on 
farm needs for phosphate fertilizer. 


FARM FERTILIZER REQUIREMENTS 


Phosphorus plant food (P.0;) is the most important of the fertilizers in physi- 
cal volume. Over the past 50 years, the annual tonnage used on farms has usually 
equalled or exceeded the combined tonnage of nitrogen and potash. Soil deple- 
tion in the Southern States, resulting from practices in farming for corn, cotton, 
and tobacco, has caused those States to lead the country in the amount of phos- 
phorus put on each plowable acre. This leadership has been strengthened by 
the experiments of the TVA in producing high-concentrated phosphate fertilizer, 
by the TVA farm demonstration program, and through experiments of the college 
experiment stations and the fertilizer companies. 

In the Western States, the use of phosphorus 15 years ago was relatively 
slight, but the demand there has also grown prodigiously because of soil deple- 
tion by irrigation and the widening education of farmers. 

Nationally, the consumption of phosphate fertilizer has tripled between the 
mid-thirties and 1950. The key figures follow, showing tons of P.O; consumed 
in fertilizers 


North Cen- Eastern and 


United | Western 
States States, 17 tral States, 4 some pine 
; 27 
1935-39 __ es ee a aS Pe ee ON ‘ 703, 926 37, 338 89, 621 576, 967 





aang inl SSE OL PG OLE 1, 832,318 | 281, 113 337, 155 1, 214, 050 
1950 nites ‘ J ; co eS) 12, O88, 391 | 305, 727 Renta 3 ‘ Ra Se 


'U. 8. Department of Agriculture. 


Sources: Bell and Waggaman, Western Phosphates, Potential Markets, Industrial and Engineering 
Chemistry, February 1950, p. 287. 


On the other hand, the growing demand has not kept pace with the removal 
of phosphorus from the soil. The problem is to replace not only the annual 
withdrawal of phosphorus by crops but also in many areas to restore some of 
the original reserves in the soil. The Western States are far from the point 
of meeting true soil needs, and only the Eastern and Southern States are rel- 
atively close to that point. Figures given by Bell and Waggaman’* of the De- 
partment of the Interior show for recent years the estimated P.O; removal of 
the soil annually and the need as follows: 


| 


! 
| 
{ 














nk . North Eastern and 
—— o- 2 | Central Southern 
srs i trp ats States, 4 | States, 27 
et — — —— 
Removal by crops, tons_..............-.-- dou 1, 699, 064 869, 829 316, 348 | 512, 887 
a EE SS EME SERS | 2, 863, 296 | 457, 142 880, 449 | 1, 525, 705 
| | | 


7 Same source cited, p. 287. 
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The Western States have been applying to the soil about half of the estimated 
annual need for phosphorous. The deficiency within the soil is growing every- 
where except in the East and South. Hence, the outlook is for a continued 
sharp growth in the demand for phosphate fertilizer. The alternative would be 
a declining productivity of American agriculture, diminished food output, and 
a poorer Nation. 

There is a distinction between soil needs and market demand. As the income 
and education of farmers improve, the market demand may cloge the gap to 
equal the svil needs. Until then, market demand may be regarded as in- 
adequate to the true needs of the country. Even so, the national supply of 
phosphate fertilizer has not kept up with the market demand. World War II 
was partly responsible for this situation during the 1940's. In the current crop 
year, 1952-53, the supply of P.O; is estimated by the Department of Agriculture 
at 135,000 tons less than the supply of the previous year. 


PHOSPHATE FERTILIZER ECONOMICS 


The large needs of the East and South for phosphate coupled with the de- 
velopmental work of the TVA have induced large-scale mining of the Florida 
and Tennessee phosphate rock deposits. These States have been contributing 
over 90 percent of the phosphate rock annually mined in the country. Yet, 
these States have only 40 percent of the phosphate reserves. Four Pacific North- 
west States have 60 percent, Idaho with 43 percent, Utah with 13 percent, and 
the balance in Montana and Wyoming. 

Bell and Waggaman point out that the western phosphates are the most ex- 
tensive known in the world, and yet “are an outstanding example of a valuable 
national asset, the development of which has been greatly delayed.”* , 

Western phosphate rock is mined at present for two markets: For phosphate 
fertilizer made with sulfuric acid, and for the production of electric-furnace 
phosphorus shipped to other areas for conversion into chemical phosphates. 
Some of the rock used for fertilizer is shipped to Trail, British Columbia, and to 
Anaconda, Mont., where waste gases from the smelters are converted into sulfuric 
acid which is applied to the rock to produce a high concentrated fertilizer, about 
45 percent P.O;. The output of this fertilizer is very limited in relation to the 
demand. Important consumers throughout the West have reported that it is 
impossible to obtain the triple superphosphate needed. It is understood that 
the companies’ plans for expansion cannot come close to meeting immediate 
needs. Part of the rock is shipped to Pocatello, Idaho, where it is converted with 
sulfurie acid into ordinary phosphate fertilizer, 18 percent P.O;. This product 
can be marketed only in a limited radius because transportation costs per unit 
of plant food mount rapidly due to the small proportion of P.Os. 

Western rock involves a number of mining problems, arising largely from the 
fact that the deposits lie in complex and folded structures. High-grade beds a 
few inches to 7 feet thick lie interbedded with low-grade beds of greater thick- 
ness, requiring complicated mining at higher cost if the high-grade rock is to be 
separated out. However, the rock also contains possible byproducts that may 
offset higher costs, including fluorine, vanadium, nickel, molybdenum, and 
uranium. The rock varies in P.O; content, from levels around 82 percent, 
suitable for either the sulfuric-acid process or the electric-furnace process, to 
levels around 25 percent, not suitable for the sulfuric-acid process but still 
suitable for the electric-furnace process. Reserves of high-grade rock suitable 
for acid processing are about one-fourth the reserves of electric-furnace grade. 
Rock of even lower grade is much more extensive and can be used in the furnace 
by mixing with high-grade rock. Therefore, the maximum use of all reserves 
can be obtained only by substantial production of electric-furnace phosphorus. 
Finally, the rock requires various methods of treatment, depending upon the 
process used, and on the chemical and physical characteristics. All of these 
aspects of western rock have to be dealt with carefully in successfully planning 
fertilizer production, but in the opinion of two enterprises, the point has been 
reached where electric-furnace production of phosphate fertilizer is now feasible 
provided low-cost power can be delivered to the phosphate-rock fields. 

The principal problems in fertilizer production today are the relative scarcity 
and rising costs of sulfuric acid, and rising freight rates. The markets for 
sulfuric acid have increased so rapidly in relation to supplies, and particularly 


2 Waggaman and Bell, Western Phosphates, Factors Affecting Development, Industrial 
and Engineering Chemistry, February 1950, p. 269. 
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in relation to reserves of natural sulfur, that the era of cheap sulfuric acid 
appears to have passed. Although low-cost acid may still be possible at a 
number of places in the country, notably at locations of large deposits of pyrites 
or sour natural gas, or waste gases of smelters ,the freight rates on acid limit the 
distance it may be shipped. Likewise, the freight rates on phosphate rock 
restrict the distance over which the rock may be shipped to the acid. 

The solution to this problem arises from the work of the TVA in producing 
high-concentrated phosphate fertilizers from phosphorus extracted from phos- 
phate rock in the electric furnace. Various types and concentrations of ferti- 
lizer have been developed, ranging from 48 to 65 percent P.O;. These products 
can be shipped long distances at a lower cost per unit of P.O; than the ordinary 
18 percent phosphate fertilizer. Studies by Bell and Waggaman indicate that 
high analysis fertilizer can be marketed in the 17 Western States from Idaho. 
Although the TVA has converted phosphorus into fertilizer and distributed or 
sold substantial amounts for demonstration and educational tests, no commercial 
company has yet done so. 

Commercial phosphorus has thus far found most attractive the markets in 
chemical phosphates. In recent years, uses of these chemicals have been grow- 
ing rapidly, especially in detergents, water treatment, food products, explosives, 
insecticides and waterproofiing materials. 

United States phosphorus production capacity was about 85,000 tons in 1945. 
This doubled by the end of 1950 to 160,000 tons. When present expansion pro- 
grams are completed, capacity will be about 289,000 tons, of which 136,000 will 
be in the Pacific Northwest. 

In 1949 a phosphorus plant was established at Pocatello, Idaho by the Westvaco 
Division of Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. In 1951, another plant was com- 
pleted near Anaconda, Mont. by the Victor Chemical Co. In 1952 a third plant 
is under construction by Monsanto Chemical Co. at Soda Springs, Idaho. Two 
of these developments were possible because the chemical phosphate industry 
can afford higher prices for electric power and phosphorus than the fertilizer 
industry. The lowest cost power available in the phosphate rock area will be 
Federal power from Hungry Horse Dam sold late in 1952 in the Montana area 
at the base rate of 2 mills per kilowatt-hour, 100 percent load factor. Low-cost 
Federal power is not available in the major rock area of Idaho-Utah-Wyoming. 
In southeastern Idaho, private utility power used in making phosphorus is under 
contract at prices ranging from 4.7 to 5.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. In 1947 
the Westvaco Division contracted for power from the Idaho Power Co. at a 
minimum level around 3.5 mills, but an additional contract in 1950 raised this 
to 3.9 mills and another contract in 1951, to a minimum of 4.7 mills. Except 
for the cost of Federal power to the Victor Chemical Co., these costs are too 
high for the production of phosphorus for conversion into fertilizer. The Victor 
Chemical Co. plant is located in this area largely because of the low cost of 
power. Without it, these public land phosphate resources would not be utilized 
because they are too low in phosphorus content for acid treatment. 


ELECTRIC POWER AS A COST FACTOR 


Each mill in the price of electric power adds $13.60 to the cost of producing a 
ton of phosphorus. About 13,600 kilowatt-hours are used per ton. The most 
recent estimates of the costs of phosphorus range between $153 and $185 per 
ton. In southern Idaho, 5-mill private utility power adds about $40 more to 
the cost per ton than 2-mill Federal power in Montana. This means about 25 
percent higher costs of phosphorus. 

Translated into the cost of producing triple superphosphate fertilizer (48 
percent P,O;), each mill difference in the cost of power amounts to $2.06 per 
ton of fertilizer. A 5-mill rate means a cost of $6.18 more per ton than a 2- 
mill rate. In order for electric furnace fertilizer to compete with sulfuric acid 
process fertilizer at current costs of acid, a power rate around 3 mills is neces- 
sary. 

The best cost of sulfuric acid delivered in southeastern Idaho is estimated 
at $15 per ton from one source of pyrites, but costs from other sources would 
be higher. The best cost permits a production cost of acid process triple super- 
phosphate around $36 per ton, just about the same cost as triple superphosphate 
from phosphorus based on power at 3 mills. Tipping the scales in favor of the 
electric furnace process are at least three factors: (1) uncertainty over the 


21139—52—ser. 20-25 
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length of time before the price of sulfuric acid may rise further; (2) the ad- 
vantages of mining the high and low grade rock together instead of selecting 
only high grade rock for the acid process; and (3) the possibility of power at 
a cost lower than 3 mills. The Bonneville Power Administration believes that 
by tying Hells Canyon Dam into the Northwest Federal power system, it will be 
possible to sell power at wholesale at 100 percent load factor in southeastern 
Idaho to a phosphorus producer at somewhere around 2.5 mills per kilowatt- 
hour after 1954 when the present 2-mill rate is due for some revision. 


NEW PRODUCERS ARE WAITING FOR FEDERAL POWER 


Two business groups are about ready to produce fertilizer through the furnace 
method once Federal power is available in the phosphate fields of southern Idaho 
at 3 mills or less. For the past 5 years, the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. and 
the Western Fertilizer Association, both representing farmers’ cooperatives, 
have investigated the fertilizer situation. Both groups now control rock de- 
posits in southeastern Idaho and have been blocked from going ahead because 
of the high prices of power quoted to them by the Idaho Power Co. and the Utah 
Power & Light Co. 

The Western Fertilizer Association serves over 100,000 farmers in the West. 
The position of the company is stated in the appended letter of March 13, 1952, 
to the Bureau of Land Management of the Department of the Interior at Port- 
land, Oreg. A similar letter to the Boise newspaper, Idaho Statewide, from 
the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co., was quoted in that paper on February 1, 
1952, and the news items is also appended. This company serves a large num- 
ber of farmers in the Midwestern States. 

The Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. estimates that between 35 and 40 percent 
of the price paid by farmers for fertilizer is represented by transportation costs. 
The company points out that doubling the concentration of fertilizer would halve 
the cost and save the farmer about 171% percent. 

Figures from the Bureau of Agricultural Economics indicate that farmers 
in the Midwest and West are paying about $20 more per ton of phosphate plant 
food than would be the ease if high analysis fertilizer were used. The possible 
savings to the farmers in those areas, based on 1950 consumption, is on the 
order of $20 million. Of course, a lower cost to the farmer would stimulate 
greater usage and narrow the gap between soil needs and market demand. 
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In the Boise area, farmers pay $82 per ton of triple superphosphate today. 
Farm groups hope to produce the same fertilizer with electric furnace phosphorus 
at a cost below $40 per ton, and to sell the product as well under $82 in various 
markets. 


ESTIMATED NEW POWER REQUIREMENTS FOR PHOSPHORUS 


In the Idaho area, the presently scheduled power requirements for phosphorus 
for the Westvaco Division and Monsanto Chemical Co. from the private utilities 
total approximately 180,000 kilowatts. The Bonneville Power Administration 
estimates that a steady growth in demand for phosphorus will occur by 1970 
to a level of between 350,000 and 600,000 kilowatts. BPA estimates that poten- 
tial production of phosphorus for chemical use in the United States will con- 
tinue to grow at recent rates with most of the expansion occurring in the western 
United States. A United States total of 400,000 tons is considered realistic by 
1970 as compared to 289,000 tons now scheduled by 1954. In southeastern Idaho, 
108,000 tons of capacity are planned by the present two producers. Somewhere 
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between 140,000 and 240,000 tons are believed to be possible for this area by 
1970. This would require between 223,000 and 400,000 kilowatts. 

The outlook is also estimated to require between 80,000 and 120,000 tons of 
new phosphorus capacity for fertilizer to serve largely the 17 Western States. 
In this area, the annual drain of P20; by crops has been nearly 900,000 tons, as 
compared with the 1950 use of 305,727 tons. The present annual deficiency of 
600,000 tons of P.O; is the equivalent of 1,200,000 tons of triple superphosphate 
(48 percent P,O;). This creates a huge market potential which will grow cumu- 
latively as the soil is depleted further. BPA estimates conservatively that by 
1970 only 500,000 to 750,000 tons additional triple superphosphate will be used in 
Western States based on phosphorus produced in southern Idaho. This would 
require between 80,000 and 120,000 tons of phosphorus and in turn, would require 
between 126,000 and 200,000 kilowatts. 

The combined needs for power for phosphorus are estimated at between 350,- 
000 and 600,000 kilowatts, or between 170,000 and 420,000 more than the 180,000 
kilowatts now scheduled for Westvaco and Monsanto. The fertilizer require- 
ment can only be met with power at 3 mills or less. That is why power from 
Hells Canyon Dam, tied into the Federal system and marketed under the Fed- 
eral low rate policy, is indispensable to maximum development of western 
phosphate fertilizer. 


WESTERN FERTILIZER ASSOCIATION, 
Seattle, Wash., March 13, 1952. 
Mr. Roscoe Bett, 
Regional Administrator, Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management, Swan Island Station, Portland 18, Oreg. 

Dear Mr. BELL: I am writing to remind you once more of our great need for the 
development of power resources to the end that electric power may be delivered to 
southeastern Idaho at rates which will make possible the production of fertilizers 
so badly needed by our farmers, and to know if something cannot be done soon to 
speed this development. 

To refresh your memory, Western Fertilizer Association is owned by 10 large 
regional farm organizations serving over 100,000 farmers here in the West. In 
spite of the fact that 60 percent of the phosphate rock in the United States is 
here in the West, phosphate fertilizers have been in short supply and our farmers 
have had to pay the highest price prevailing anywhere in the country. Our 
association was organized to produce enough fertilizer to relieve the shortage 
and provide some good healthy competition, which has a way of correcting prices 
that are out of line. We have under Federal lease an excellent deposit of phos- 
phate rock, containing some 30 million tons of high grade phosphate and 100 
million tons of low grade rock. Last year we made topographical and geological 
surveys of the deposit, built roads, acquired mining equipment and building, 
and opened our initial mine; stockpiling over 1,000 tons of phosphate rock. 

We are now ready to build a processing plant to produce phosphate fertilizers 
for our farmers, but are unable to secure the necessary energy. As you know, 
there are two processes—acidulation with sulfuric acid and electric smelting, 
but neither the sulfur nor the electric power is available. The long continued 
shortage of sulfur is well known, Due to the large proportion of low grade phos- 
phate rock in these western deposits, which can only be efficiently processed by 
electric smelting, electric power in large quantity at low rates appears to be a 
“must” in the development of these fertilizer resources, which must be used in 
ever increasing quantities as our once virgin soils are gradually depleted. We 
were offered some off-peak power at rates between 5 and 6 mills, but this did not 
justify the construction of an electric smelting plant. 

Each year we have contacted Anaconda Copper Mining Co., the only supplier 
of concentrated superphosphate in this area, and each year they say, sorry but 
our output will only permit a few scattered shipments in the area to our old ecus- 
tomers, Except for limited shipments hy the Tennessee Valley Authority at a 
freight cost of $21.39 per ton and providing less than half our requirements, our 
farmers would have been strictly up against it and production more seriously 
reduced. The freight rate on concentrated superphosphate from southeastern 
United States makes the cost prohibitive. 

That's the fertilizer problem, Mr. Bell, of our western farmers, and our research 
over the years convinces us that it can only be solved by the construction of dams 
to harness our water power resources as planned by your Department. The plans: 
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are all right, but they don’t furnish the power to produce fertilizers re- 
quired by our farmers. What hope can we offer these producers that the power 
is forthcoming? 
Sincerely yours, 
WESTERN FERTILIZER ASSOCIATION, 
M. S. ALLYN, President. 


{From Idaho State Wide, February 7, 1952] 


DEVELOPMENT OF IDAHO'S PHOSPHATE Breps Moves At SNAIL’s Pace WITHOUT 
More Power; NATION’s NEED FOR INCREASED Foop THREATENED 


The Nation’s future food production goals are threatened by the snail’s pace 
development of Idaho’s massive phosphate rock deposits, G. W. Bunting, Chicago, 
manager of the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co., reported this week. 

“Present sulfuric acid methods of producing phosphate cannot meet the 
agricultural necessities of the future,” Bunting declared. His company repre- 
sents most of the major farm cooperative organizations in the Midwest. 

“Our food-producing capacity is closely tied to availability of low-cost 
hydroelectric power for processing phosphate rock.” 

Bunting, secretary-treasurer of the company which controls large phosphate 
deposits in southeastern Idaho, near Georgetown, stated that it needs “in the 
neighborhood of 50,000 to 60,000 kilowatts of electric power” to initiate electric- 
furnace processing of phosphate rock for fertilizer in Idaho. 

“We have had numerous contacts with Utah Power & Light Co. regarding 
supply of power for the operation of electric furnaces,” he declared. “The 
quotations furnished us are far too high to make use of electricity in an economi- 
cal fertilizer operation. We are continually making evaluations of various 
methods of phosphate processing but in order to economically use electric energy 
the rate should be near 3 mills.” 

Bunting pointed out that the present method of producing phosphate fertilizer 
by the sulfuric acid “cannot meet the agricultural necessities of the future.” 

“To produce a ton of available P.O; using the sulfuric acid method requires 
the utilization of sulfuric acid containing two-thirds of a ton of sulfur,” he 
said. “You can readily calculate that 390,000 tons of sulfur is required to 
produce the P.O; contained in a 3 billion bushel crop of corn. When you look 
at the total food production picture you will readily realize that to maintain 
adequate phosphorus in the soil would require more sulfur than our total 
national production. 

“I would expect very shortly that the Department of Agriculture will recog- 
nize the need for at least 500,000 additional tons of phosphate fertilizer produc- 
tion. If this would be met by the sulfuric acid method it would require 375,000 
tons of sulfur to produce the necessary sulfuric acid. It is rather obvious 
that the contemplated increase in sulfur or sulfate acid production will not permit 
such an increase in productiin of phosphatic fertilizer. It is even further from 
reality that sulfuric acid can be made available to increase the production of 
P.O; by the million to a million and a half tons which may well be required as 
we anticipate will be estimated by the Department of Agriculture. 

“Our food producing capacity is closely tied to availability of low-cost hydro- 
electric-power for processing phosphate rock. The feed grain disappearance this 
year is in the order of 10,000,000 tons. Few people realize that we are in this 
current year feeding to livestock one-third of a billion more bushels of grain 
than we produced in 1951. If the food production goals of the future can be 
met without making maximum use of low-cost hydroelectric power in the Pacific 
Northwest we certainly would like to know the answer.” 


Mr. Ditrmer. In addition, I would like to introduce for the record 
copy of a statement on phosphate fertilizer prepared by Roscoe Bell, 
regional manager of the Bureau of Land Management, in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Mr. Enete. Is this already a part of the record? 

Mr. Dirrmer. Not yet; no, sir. 

Mr. Enotr. Without objection, it may be made a part of the record. 

(The document is as follows :) 
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STATEMENT BY Roscor E. BELt, REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR, PACIFIC NORTHWEST 
REGION, BuREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, PORTLAND, OREG. 


ry 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am appearing today to testify 
in favor of the Snake River project, particularly the Hells Canyon Dam, because 
of its i. ..»ortance in the development of the mineral resources of southern Idaho. 
Asm  .ers of this committee well know, the Bureau of Land Management has 
respou.sibility for the administration of mineral resources on the public lands 
under the Mineral Leasing Act and the mining laws. One of the responsibilities 
placed on the Bureau of Land Management by the mineral leasing law is for the 
development and conservation of the mineral resources on Federal lands under 
our jurisdiction. 

Rock phosphate is one of the minerals leasable under the mineral leasing act 
and is a very important mineral resource—important in the economy of much of 
the Nation. Its importance comes about because it is (1) an essential ingredient 
of phosphate fertilizer material; (2) a war material used in smoke and incen- 
diary bombs; (3) it has a myriad of chemical uses varying from matches through 
soft drinks and, especially in recent years, as a detergent in the so-called soap- 
less soaps. 

The use of phosphates for fertilizer is the largest single use of phosphate ma- 
terials. In 1945, more than 60 per cent of the Nation’s production of phosphate 
materials went into the fertilizer industry. Phosphate is important as a fertilizer 
because it is required by all livestock and all crops. All animals in fact, includ- 
ing man, require phosphate for their normal life, health and growth. No growth 
can take place without an abundance of phosphate in the diet of the animal or 
in the soil for the use of the plant. All soils have a relatively small natural 
phosphate supply usually measured in tenths of a percent of the total weight of 
the top soil. Cropping removes substantial quantities of phosphate. Every crop 
that goes off the soil takes with it phosphate from the soil. Phosphate is not 
replenished by the return to the soil of barnyard manures or other farm wastes 
because the phosphate goes to the parts of the plant that are either taken away 
from the soil, namely, the seed or the fruit, or, if it is consumed by animals, 
the animals use phosphate in the building up of tissue and bone or in the produc- 
tion of milk. Thus, the movement of phosphate from the land is outward, unless 
it is replenished by artificial fertilizer. All of the legume crops which are so 
essential for soil conservation and rebuilding of worn-out soils require a rela- 
tively large supply of available phosphate. The supply of available phosphate 
plant food must be increased artificially through the application of commercial 
phosphate fertilizer if these soils are to be restored through natural means, or 
through any means, in fact. 

Phosphate is, therefore, the basis for continued agriculture, for soil building, 
soil conservation and for feed and food production. It is essential to the health 
of our Nation. 

The Honorable Charles Brannan in his broadcast over the radio on the Farm 
and Home Hour on Saturday, March 22, of this year, appealed to the farmers of 
this Nation to increase their feed crop production. Phosphate fertilizers are 
a recognized essential if we are to attain the end of increased food production. 
The adequacy of the Nation’s phosphate resources has long been a matter of 
serious concern, as it may well be. In fact in the 1930's, House and Senate sub- 
committees conducted hearings and investigated the phosphate resources, and 
concluded that raw material supplies were adequate, if properly used. Our 
Nation’s phosphate resources lie in three general areas of the United States, 
shown graphically on figure 1. You will note that 60 percent of the Nation’s 
phosphate resources lie in the western fields of Montana, Idaho, Utah, and 
Wyoming, centering on Idaho. In 1950, Tennessee, with only 2 percent of the 
Nation’s supply of raw materials, furnished 13 percent of the Nation’s phosphate 
materials used in 1950. The western resources only furnished 7.6 percent of 
the Nation’s use. The remainder came from the Florida deposits, which are 
about 38 percent of the Nation’s total. 

As custodian of a large part of the western phosphate resources, the Bureau 
of Land Management is definitely concerned with what the future holds for the 
development of these western resources. What is their rightful place in the 
Nation’s economy in the conservation of the soils of the Nation? What area 
should they serve? What are the possibilities of economical development, now 
and in the future? How can this valuable resource best be conserved and uti- 
lized in the Nation’s agriculture and industrial economy? 
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These questions can best be answered by reference to a series of charts. The 
first chart, figure I, shows that freightwise the western resources should serve 
17 of the Western States at a very minimum. This conclusion is based upon ex- 
tensive studies of transportation costs reported by the Department of the Interior, 
published in 1946, and is confirmed by later studies of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture published in 1951. It compares the shipping cost of a triple 
superphosphate from the western fields with the costs from Florida and Gulf 
coastal points. You note that the sources of raw material for phosphate fer- 
tilizers are located a long way from the central United States, the bread basket 
of this country. The high cost of transportation of fertilizer materials for 
distances of more than a thousand miles becomes an important factor in the 
cost of these materials. In some instances, it will approximate 25 to 30 or 40 
percent of the final cost of the fertilizer. The only way that economy in the 
transportation of fertilizers from mine to factory to farm can be effected is 
through producing concentrated fertilizers close to the mine. 

Greater economy can be effected by shipping the more concentrated fertilizers, 
such as triple superphosphate, and if the electrical process is used it is possible 
to effect further economies by shipping calcium metaphosphate, and even ele- 
mental phosphorus to the distant distributing points. The cost differences re- 
flected by the bars on figure II vary from $66 per ton of phosphate plant food 
in ordinary superphosphate to $18 per ton of plant food in calcium metaphos- 
phate. Farmers throughout the West and Midwest, as well as other parts of 
the United States, are now paying from $15 to $30 more per ton of plant food 
for the low-analysis, ordinary superphosphate than they pay for the high- 
analysis triple superphosphate. This is simply a reflection of the high shipping 
costs and other handling charges such as bagging, warehousing, storing. The 
cost of hauling to the farm and application on the land is also higher. Thus, 
to effect economy in furnishing fertilizer to the farmers of the West and Mid- 
west, it is essential that high analysis fertilizer materials be produced. 

Figure II, shows the present cost of fertilizer to the farmers in the United 
States. The high cost of fertilizer in the western United States reflects the 
present underdevelopment of the industry. In faet, I talked with a fertilizer 
dealer in Seattle within the last month who finds it necessary to purchase from 
a Baltimore firm ordinary superphosphate (20 percent P.O;) and ship it to 
Seattle in order to meet his needs. “Much-traveled fertilizer” this is indeed. 
From the mines of Florida to the manufacturing plants in Baltimore, Md., back 
to Seattle and the farms of the Northwest, within a stone’s throw of the world’s 
greatest phosphate reserve. This is indeed carrying coals to Newcastle. 

High-analysis fertilizers can be produced by two general methods—one, by 
the use of sulfuric acid, the second by the use of a method using electric power 
or coke or some other source of energy. The electric furnace and the sulfuric- 
acid methods are the two that are now being used in the United States. .Both 
methods have good possibilities for expansion in the Western States, the pos- 
sibilities dependent on the availability of low-cost sulfuric acid, or the avail- 
ability of low-cost power. The sulfuric-acid method will permit production of 
triple superphosphate up to 45 or 48 percent P.O;, whereas the electric furnace 
process will permit production of pure phosphorus and calcium metaphosphate 
fertilizer 65 percent P.O;, as well as a variety of other possible fertilizers and 
chemicals. By production of phosphate by the furnace method, the western 
trade area could be extended competitively eastward another half dozen States. 
This would be a step toward using the Nation’s largest resource to serve a larger 
part of the United States. However, we are not now producing enough fertilizer 
in the West to meet the immediate needs of the 17-State area. 

The total fertilizer needs in this western area are far above the present use 
of fertilizer and the present manufacturing capacity of fertilizer in the Western 
States. This is illustrated by figure IV, prepared from data of the United 
States Department of Agriculture, released in January of this vear. It might 
be further pointed out that although the present consumption or use of phosphate 
fertilizers in the 17-State western area totals 308,000 tons of phosphate plant 
food annually, and that the present-day needs as estimated by the Department 
of Agriculture are over 572,000 tons; the total removal of phosphate from the 
soil by crops in this same area is in the neighborhood of 870,000 tons annually. 
In other words, we are overdrawing on the bank account of scarce soil phos- 
phate supplies of our western area to the extent of more than 500,000 tons of 
phosphate plant food annually—almost twice the amount that we are now 
using. That this cannot be continued indefinitely is illustrated graphically 
by the relationships existing in the old farming area of the East and South, 
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where needs are now more than three times the annual removal of crops. 
Southern farmers are already recognizing the phosphate needs of the soils by 
applying twice as much phosphate as is removed by crops. 

They know that phosphates are essential to maintaining and rebuilding their 
soils and are doing something about it—but only two-thirds enough. 

The West is also recognizing its increasing needs by increased fertilizer 
consumption, almost a tenfold increase from 1935 to 1950—but this is still far 
below present needs and much farther below its potential needs as indicated 
by figure V. 

To meet the needs of the western area will require additional manufacturing 
facilities in the West—more than doubling—if the present needs are to be met. 
To be met, the needs economically require production of concentrated phosphates. 
These can be produced by the acid process or the furnace process. The electric 
furnace permits greater concentration of fertilizer and greater economies of 
furnishing phosphates to the large midwestern and coastal markets. 

Studies of the economy of manufacture of triple-superphosphate fertilizer 
by these alternatives have been made by competent chemical engineers and 
economists of the Department of the Interior, by private engineering firms, 
and by the Federal Power Commission, as well as others. Although those 
studies differ because of difference in time of the studies and assumptions 
as to cost of any one of the several variables, a conclusion has been reached 
by industrial concerns who have private capital to invest that the electric- 
furnace method is the most satisfactory to meet their immediate and long-term 
needs; providing low-cost power is available in the phosphate area. Most 
recent quotations of private power concerns in Idaho are above 6 mills per 
kilowatt-hour for firm industrial power. Figure VI shows what the difference 
between 3 and 6 mills power would mean in meeting the present deficit in phos- 
phate for the western area. This difference is roughly a 10-percent difference in 
the fertilizer cost. It amounts to about $5 million annually to supply the present 
needs that are not now being met. If we consider the total needs, those to 
replace the phosphate removed annually by crops, the annual cost would be 
doubled, trebled, or even quadrupled. 

There must also be a much greater expansion of manufacturing capacity far 
beyond that contemplated in estimates which have been made to date. If we 
look into the future further and make plans for the future, it can be readily ex- 
pected that the needs will increase annually because of the heavy drain that we 
are making on our natural soil phosphate supplies. Thus, as the need increases, 
the farmers’ fertilizer bill will increase proportionately, as also will the benefits 
of low-cost power be magnified accordingly. 

Low-cost fertilizer is essential if fertilizer use is to become general in areas 
where it has not been recognized. Members of Congress have long recognized the 
necessity for encouragement to farmers to use phosphate fertilizer in their soil- 
building cropping systems through the assistance provided under the PMA 
program and the contributions made by the Federal Government to individuals 
for the use of phosphates which are needed on their depleted farm lands. If we 
are concerned as we all, I am sure, are, with the conservation of our natural 
phosphate resources for use in future generations, we must look now to applying 
the best-known methods to get the greatest possible use of our natural resources. 

Figure VII shows the estimated mineable phosphate reserves in the Snake 
River Basin. These figures are broken down to show tonnages of high-grade 
phosphate rock suitable for processing by the acid process and those suitable for 
processing by the electric furnace. Of the approximately 114 billion tons, only 
350 million are suitable for processing by the acid method. No reference is made 
to the large amount of phosphate rock which is too low in grade to be used either 
by the electric furnace or the sulfuric-acid method. It is true that attempts are 
being made to develop processes for concentrating these low-grade western phos- 
phate rock or shales, but as yet these have not proved sufficiently attractive to 
be adopted commercially. 

Thus, only one-fourth of the phosphate material can be used under the sulfuric 
acid method, whereas the electric furnace method multiplies our available re- 
source by 4. This is extremely important, both for using ores that cannot be 
used otherwise, and also because it permits greater economy of mining the thin 
beds of intermixed high- and low-grade phosphate beds. Hence, from the stand- 
point of resource conservation, the electric furnace method has much to commend 
it over the use of the sulfuric-acid method. 

The western resources are such that they have attracted widespread attention 
on the part of the private developers of the phosphate resources. There are com- 

















388 HELLS CANYON DAM 





panies which at the present time are ready and willing to invest their capital to 
develop the phosphate resources as soon as power is available at a cost which 
justifies that investment. These developers of phosphate resources, are simply 
asking for an opportunity to invest their money to develop these resources in the 
way they should be developed, to make good use of these resources in the building 
of the Nation’s soil productive capacity, in building and maintaining a strong 
agriculture throughout the West and Midwestern States. Some of these com- 
panies already have leases of public phosphate lands. Others have leases or 
claims to privately owned phosphate land. They have made their investments in 
exploration and development of their mineral resources. They are ready to go. 
The availability of low-cost power at 3 mills or thereabouts will permit them to 
go ahead with their plans and develop the phosphate resources their customers 
are needing in quantity far above the present available quantities. 

Some plans have been recommended for expansion of the high-analysis 
phosphate fertilizer production capacity in the West by the sulfuric acid method. 
The most optimistic total of these proposals will only result in an addition of 
not to exceed 150,000 tons of annual capacity. This is less than half of the 
unsatisfied immediate western needs. One of the major problems to be met is 
providing sulfuric acid at a low enough price to justify development. Present 
quotations on sulfur, pyrites or acid by western producers are such that sulfuric 
acid cannot be delivered to raw western phosphate plants in the southern Idaho 
phosphate area at a cost of less than $15 to $20 per ton. Reliable estimates 
indicate that $14 or $15 acid is equivalent to 3 mill power in triple super- 
phosphate production. 

All of these developments should be encouraged, but more is needed. Develop- 
ment should be provided in the way that it can be done most economically, will 
result in the greatest economy of providing fertilizer to 14% million American 
farms in the western area, and will result in the greatest productive use of 
the phosphate resources in the national interest. 
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Fis. VII 





PHOSPHATE RESOURCES 
SNAKE RIVER PROJECT AREA. 


MINEABLE ABOVE ENTRY LEVEL 














GRADE 350.000.000 TONS 
(FOR ACI TREATMENT) 
FURNACE GRADE ROCK 1,075.000.000 TONS 
TOTAL 1.425.000.0000 TONS 
US. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT “ 
1952 SOUREE MCKELVEY U.S GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, TRANSACTIONS ALME AUG. 1949 











Mr. Enetr. May I say as far as the reporter’s transcript is con- 
cerned, it isn’t necessary to transcribe in the reported record all of 
these statements which we intend to print in the record, and we will 
cut down the expense of preparing the transcript. 

You will insert those at the proper point in the printed record. 

Mr. Drrrmer. Mr. Bell was unable to be here. 

Since the amount of time available is very limited, I will not try 
to summarize all of the statements, but would like merely to touch 
briefly upon five or six important items on which I think additional 
clarification and explanation will be helpful to the committee. 

First, as to capability, the Hells Canyon project will add 1,124,000 
kilowatts of prime power to the Columbia River so-called C—2 system 
(not including the Glacier View plant). “Prime power” is a term 
used to indicate the capability of hydoelectric projects and is the 
amount of power that is continuously available at all times of the day 
and year and through all years, including the worst water conditions 
of record. 

This additional prime power is on the basis of the plant and storage 
operations being coordinated with the other projects in the Columbia 
River system, so as to produce the maximum amount of system 
prime power. 

In the spring and summer months when the stream flows of the 
Columbia River are naturally high, most of the Snake River flow at 
Hells Canyon will be stored in the reservoir for later use. During 
these months, there is surplus energy at other Columbia River plants 
to supply all loads while generation at Hells Canyon is low. In the 
fall and winter, the stored water will be released to supplement low 
stream flows for power production at Hells Canyon po downstream 


plants. This is the most efficient method of operation because it 
results in the maximum amount of prime power on the system. These 
capabilities are consistent with the amount of water which will be 
available over a 50-year period after all upstream uses had been 
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supplied, according to information supplied to us by the Bureau of 
Reclanistion. 

Frank Clinton, assistant regional director at Boise, will testify on 
this matter. You may have presented to you testimony showing dif- 
ferent figures on different assumptions. We think that the incre- 
mental basis is the soundest for evaluating an addition to a system, 
but, irrespective of any technical arguments, we are the agency re- 
sponsible for marketing this power and collecting the revenues. We 
assure you that we will charge rates adequate to repay the entire Fed- 
eral power investment in the Northwest with interest in 50 years, in- 
cluding transmission and the costs of the Hells Canyon project. 

If the entire investment is paid off with interest each individual 
project will be paid off as a part of the whole. 

Before you is a chart entitled: “Prime Power Added Incrementally 
to Region Resources.” 

The left side of this chart shows the amount of power from the 
Federal development totaling 1,124,000 kilowatts on an incremental 
basis, of which 688,000 kilowatts represent the nominal prime power 
which would be generated at Hells Canyon during the reservoir draw- 
down period of a ertical year, and 436,000 kilowatts represent the 
similar increase in generation at downstream plants and coordination. 

The names of the individual plants with the increase at each plant 
are shown. In contrast, the five run-of-river plants will generate a 
total of only 530,000 kilowatts, when coordinated with the Northwest 
system. The second.chart is entitled “Phase C-2 System Capabilities, 
Coordinated System Operation.” This chart shows at the top of the 
colored area the averagemonthly generation at Hells Canyon for each 
month of a critical year. 

The rest of the chart shows the similar generation at other plants 
and the line at the top shows the total. The straight line across the 
8 months in the center represents 7,854,000 kilowatts of system prime 
power, and the fact that the area in the first 2, and the last 2 months 
extend above this line shows that there is adequate surplus energy at 
other plants of the system during these months to provide more than 
the amount of system prime power, even though the generation at 
Hells Canyon is reduced to minimum as shown on the chart. 

Mr. Bow. May I interrupt just a minute here? 

The line you have just shown is the total through Bonneville? 

Mr. Drrrmer. That is the total system prime power amounting to 
7,854,000 kilowatts of this C-2 system. 

Mr. Bow. Which could be your entire system in Bonneville? 

Mr. Dirrmer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Eneatx. What is meant by “C-2” system ? 

Mr. Drrrmer. That is the designation in the Army review report, 
the so-called 308 report, the Columbia River review report, which 
includes 34 plants. This is the C-2 system except we do not include 
Glacier View because of the objections by the Park Service and Fish 
and Wildlife to that particular project. 

Mr. Bupee. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question there ? 

Mr. Enate. For the purpose of clarifying his statement. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Dittmer, do you have additional phases after 
phase C-2? 

Mr. Dirrmer. Yes, there is the phase D system also which extends 
beyond that and would be at a date much later than this. 
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Mr. Bunce. That is your future planning then, entails another phase 
after phase C? 

Mr. Dirrmer. More distant planning, that is correct. 

Mr. Buper. When will phase D come in ¢ 

Mr. Dirrmer. It will probably start to come in. in the 1960's, the 
beginnings of it. If completed at all we don’t know. It will be 
probably 30 or 40 years from now. 

Mr. Buper. I thought you said it would come in in the 1960's? 

Mr. Dirrmer. It would start to come in. It is a large additional 
amount of power which would be developed over a period of a good 
many years. 

Mr. Buper. If it takes 8 years to build this dam, shouldn’t we be 
talking about your phase D¢ Now? In other words, that dam wan't 
be built until you get into phase D¢ 

Mr. Drrrmer. This dam will be built when the phase D system 
will start. You have a lot to do on phase C before you consider 
phase D. 

Mr. Buper. You figure it would take 8 years to dam ¢ 

If phase D comes in in the 1960's, I wonder why we are considering 
phase C rather than D¢ 

Mr. Dirrmer. I don’t think it would take 8 years. I think Mr. Me- 
Clellan testified it would take 4144 to 5 years. Hells Canyon will come 
in in 1957, if started promptly. 

Mr. Buper. That is a new figure I haven't heard before. It has 
ulways been 8 years before by the Bureau. 

Mr. Dirrmer. The purpose of this chart is to show you that during 
the 2 months at the beginning of this year and the 2 months at the 
end, there is adequate power on other plants on the Federal system 
so that the generation of Hells Canyon can be reduced during those 
months to store the water to be used during the draw-down period. 

Mr. Bupner. Mr, Chairman, I would like to ask one more question 
at this point. 

Mr. Dittmer, how much hydroelectric energy, how many killowatts 
will be produced at Hells Canyon under phase D of your program ¢ 

Mr. Drrrmer. That depends on a lot of questions. We think 
1,124,000 is the proper amount to be considered because the effect 
the phase D system may have on it figured incrementally will be 
charged against the new plants as they come in. 

Mr. Bouncer. Eventually, won't this be operated simply as a run-of- 
the-river plant when you finish all your phases? 

Mr. Dirrmer. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Buper. It won't have the amount of power you claim for it 
now will it under phase C ¢ 

Mr. Dirrmerr. That depends on what you do with your storage, how 
you allocate it to different plants. On the incremental basis I think 
it is a sound basis for figuring the amount of power to be available 
for pay-out purposes, starting now. 

Mr. Buper. What I am getting at is this: Under your phase “D” 
which is coming in about the time you finish this dam, you are going 
to have a different production of power, a lesser production of power 
at Hells Canyon Dam than under this phase that you are talking 
about, isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. At the site, yes, sir. 

21139— 52—-ser. 20—_26 
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Mr. Bunce. What is the difference ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. I don’t have the precise figures on that. 

Mr. Bunce. I think the committee should know that. If we are 
going to build this dam if it comes in when your new phase comes 
we ought to know how much power is going to be produced in the 
1960s. 

Mr. Dirrmer. We will be glad to submit whatever the committee 
wishes. 

Mr. Enote. We are not trying now to authorize phase D; are we? 

Mr. Bunce. Phase D comes in in 1960 under their plan. 

Mr. Enote. Not without congressional authorization. They may 
be stuck with phase D and not know it. Let’s proceed with phase C. 

Mr. Buper. This plan won’t be completed until phase D comes to 
being by the testimony of this witness. 

Mr. Enate. Phase D is not being authorized by this authorization, 

Mr. Drirrmer. For clarification, I didn’t say 1960. I said in the 
1960’s. In other words, probably start in before 1970 and be com- 
pleted some time in the next 25 or 30 years thereafter, if ever completed. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, may I make an observation at that 
point? I am delighted to know that we are only down to “D” in the 
alphabet for the next 25 years, 26 letters in the alphabet and we haven’t 
begun to duplicate them. The Bureau certainly has some plans I am 
sure that will look down into “Z” about the year 2,050. 

Mr. Enetr. Congress will have to authorize them if they are au- 
thorized. We now have a piece of legislation which I understand 
deals with the chart presently before us. Will you proceed with your 
testimony or have you finished, sir? 

Mr. Dirrmer. May I continue? 

Mr. Enocte. Yes. 

Mr. Dirrmer. I would like to offer letter-sized copies of these two 
charts for the file, rather than for the record, and hand the reporter 
enough extra copies for the use of the committeee. 

Mr. Enote. Thank you very much. They will be made part of the 
record. 

(The charts are as follows:) 
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SNAKE RIVER PROJECT 


PHASE C-2 SYSTEM” CAPABILITIES 


COORDINATED SYSTEM OPERATION 
1936-37 HYDRO YEAR 


| 7,854,000 KW SYSTEM 


CANYON 


THOUSANDS OF KILOWATTS 


[om] 








a BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 
EXCLUDING GLACIER VIEW PORTLAND, OREGON MARCH 26 '952 


Mr. Dirrmer. Next as to rates, I would like to point out that we 
do not expect to pay out this project by selling the power at 2 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. This merely is a convenient way of referring to 
our principal kilowatt-year rate which is 2 mills per kilowatt-hour 
at 100 percent load factor, but estimated revenue from which will run 
from two to three mills per kilowat-hour, because the power is not 
sold at 100 percent load factor. 
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We have an additional rate for lower load factor customers, as has 
been pointed out, under which the revenues will average 3 to 3% mills 
per kilowatt-hour. 

The over-all anticipated realization at present rates is estimated to 
average between 21% to 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

It is this figure that is the basis for our pay-out on which Mr. E. D. 
Ostrander, Bonneville controller, will testify. Our rates are subject 
to review every 5 years. The next review date is December 1954, and 
thus comes before the first power can become available at Hells Canyon 
Dam. Some increase in our rates is likely at that time. To that extent 
the estimated revenues will be increased. In general, it is to be ex- 
pected that rates will show a rising tendency over the next 50 years. 
The actual revenues per kilowatt-hour to be realized may, therefore, 
be expected to increase quite substantially over that long a period of 
time. 

The next point is the cost of transmission, which has been referred 
to here. We have made a careful estimate of the cost of facilities re- 
quired to transmit power from Hells Canyon to Southern Idaho in- 
cluding the phosphate area, some 350-400 miles from the dam. This 
can be done for approximately 1 mill per kilowatt-hour. The dif- 
ference from the 2.18 mills referred to by a member of the committee 
results from changes in plans and improved techniques with greatly 
lowered costs. In general this low-cost of transmission is due to 
several factors: 

(1) Delivery of a large block of power to the phosphate industry 
would be very economical. 

(2) The Boise area to which a second large block of power would 
be delivered is not very far from the dam. 

(3) For deliveries in the area between Boise and Pocatello exist- 
ing facilities would require little addition because change in power 
flow will permit increased deliveries over existing facilities. 

Most of the remaining power will be absorbed into the system and 
specific costs of transmission cannot be determined. However, this 
power will be produced at downstream plants near the major load 
centers. It seems clear, therefore, that the total cost of transmission 
will be such that the system rates will be adequate for the power from 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

If further information on transmission is desired, Mr. Eugene L. 
White, assistant to the chief engineer, Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion, is here to answer questions. 

In connection with transmission, I would like to mention in passing 
that the compensation to the Washington Water Power Co. for de- 
livery of power to the cooperative of Mr. George who testified here 
on Friday, is 2 kilowatt-hours of surplus energy, not firm energy. 
The company delivers on a firm basis from its own resources the re- 
quirements of the cooperative throughout the year, and we reimburse 
the company by delivery in the summertime of double the number of 
kilowatt-hours of surplus energy. Since the service by the company 
is part of our transmission, we absorb the cost and the customer pays 
the same rate as if he were served entirely with our own facilities. 
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Mr. D’Ewart. Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank the witness for 
making that point clear. I realize I made an erroneous statement 
at the time. 

Mr. Dirrmer. Thank you, Mr. D’Ewart. 

Next is the flow chart referred to by one of the members of the 
committee. This flow chart was issued as a part of the Bonneville 
Power Administration’s advance program for 1950 and reproduced 
with some added emphasis in red by the Idaho Power Co. in a pam- 
phlet entitled “ABC’s” and so forth. 

The reason that generation is shown on this chart at only 450,000 
kilowatts at Hells Canyon is very simple, because it represents con- 
ditions in December 1958 at which time Hells Canyon, according to 
the schedule then in effect, would be only half completed with that 
much generation. 

The flow of 86,000 kilowatts into southern Idaho—— 

Mr. Buper. Just a moment. 

Did you just tell me a moment ago they were going to build this 
dam in about 4 years? 

Mr. Drrrmer. First power was to be available in 1957, and it would 
be completed over that year and I think the next year, but irrespective 
of that, this was based upon the schedule—— 

Mr. Buper. Right now, you say it will be only half finished in 
1958. 

Mr. Dirrmer. I beg your pardon. I said according to the schedule 
then in effect, Mr. Congressman, there was to be 450,000 kilowatts 
available at Hells Canyon in December of 1948, and the flow chart 
corresponded tothat. ‘The present schedule is not necessarily precisely 
the same. 

Mr. Bupee. It still isn’t going to be finished in 4 years, is it? 

Mr. Drrrmer. No,sir. I didn’t intend to imply it would be finished 
in 4 years. 

The flow of 86,000 kilowatts into southern Idaho represented our 
estimate in 1949 of the loads, including phosphate load, that would 
develop by that time. Since then we, with the Bureau of Reclamation 
and other Federal agencies, have made a more detailed study of pros- 
pective loads in that area, and the urgent needs for phosphate fertilizer 
have become much clearer, as testified to here last Friday. The flow 
on the chart in our 1950 advance program should not, therefore, be 
construed, as the company has attempted to do, as representing a 
limitation or restriction on sale of power in Idaho. 

I would like to invite the committee’s attention to the flow chart on 
the stand. This chart shows the presently estimated power flow about 
10 years from now, after completion of Hells Canyon, to southern 
Idaho, plus 100,000 kilowatts into eastern Oregon, or a total of 610,000 
kilowatts into the middle and upper Snake Basin in the winter, and 
slightly less in the summer. I offer a letter-sized copy of this chart 
for the file and hand the reporter sufficient copies for the members of 
the committee. 

Mr. Enocte. That will become a part of the record. 

( The chart is as follows:) 
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Mr. Saytor. A point of clarification. You say that the 66,000—it 
may be as low as that? 

Mr. Dirrmer. During the summertime while we are storing. 

Mr. Saynor. All right. Now then do I understand the Bureau to 
say, what do you base your firm power on ¢ 

What do you go out and sell firm power on as far as Hells Canyon 
is determined? How much power are you going to sell the public if 
it is built that you have got firm power from Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Dirrmer. We do not sell power from any specific dam. We 
sell power from the system and do not exceed the amount that can be 
sold and delivered from the system as a whole. 

Mr. Sartor. How much in your system are you counting on having 
firm power from Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. As I previously explained—— 

Mr. Sayvor. Answer the question. 

Mr. Dirrmer. The addition to the system—— 

Mr. Sartor. How much firm power to the system are you going 
to have from Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. 1,224,000 kilowatts—1,124,000, excuse me. I mis- 
spoke. 

Mr. Sartor. Now then explain to this committee, if you can, how 
you can have that many kilowatts when you say that at some certain 
periods of the year you will only have 66,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Dirrmer. You can deliver it from the system because—— 

Mr. Saytor. Not from the system. Will you get it through your 
head that I don’t like evasive answers. 

Mr. Dirrmer. I beg your pardon. I am not trying to be evasive. 
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Mr. Sayvor. I think you are. I have asked you just to confine 

- yourself as to how in this system you are going to get that amount of 

power when your own chart shows that at the low period of the year 
you have got 66,000 kilowatts coming out of Helis Canyon. 

Mr. Dirrmer. During that period of the year, it does not come 
from Hells Canyon. It comes from the system, from other plants in 
the system. 

Mr. Sayvor. Well then, you still are trying to come before Congress 
and justify this proposition when on the basis of firm power the 
absolute minimum that you say you can guarantee may be as low 
as 66,000 kilowatts; is that correct ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. We do not guarantee from Hells Canyon. We guran- 
tee from the system and at the time when the flow is 66,000 from Hells 
Canyon, it can be made up from surplus flows of the balance of the sys- 
tem. 

Mr. Sayior. But the important part that I want to bring out is 
that at certain periods of the year the amount of power that you are 
going to get from Hells Canyon is 66,000 kilowatts? 

Mr. Dirrmer. That is clear from the record, and from the previous 
chart; yes, sir. 

Mr. Sayxor. All right. 

Mr. Buper. If the gentleman from Pennsylvania will yield to me 
there, Mr. Dittmer, you appreciate, of course, in your comments 
ubout the phosphate plants; those plants operate 24 hours a day, 365 
days out of the year. 

Mr. Dirrmer. They operate at about 90 percent load factor usually. 

Mr. Bupee. That is pretty close then; isn’t it ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. Now, you say that in some periods of the year you are 
only going to transmit 66,000—that is you only generate 66,000 kilo- 
watts at Hells Canyon Dam? 

Mr. Dirrmer. That is correct. 

Mr. Bupcr. Now, from what other plants do you intend to get the 
power to make up 400,000 kilowatts of power that you want to go to 
the phosphate plants? 

Mr. Drrrmer. In a typical: year—these are shown on here and 
are not too easily read; the four lower Snake plans when built, in- 
cluded in the C-2 system would have greater generation at that time, 
Grand Coulee would have greater generation, Chief Joseph would 
have greater generation, than in the wintertime. 

Mr. Buper. All of those are much farther away from Pocatello 
than is Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. If you intend to furnish to eastern Idaho for the de- 
velopment of this phosphate industry 510,000 kilowatts of power, 
which I think your chart shows, why isn’t that in the bill if you intend 
to give it to us from the system rather than from the dam ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. I didn’t draft the bill so I don’t think I can answer 
that question directly, but I don’t think that matter is specifically 
referred to. 

Mr. Buver. You are the man that is supposed to deliver the power. 
How do you know you are going to bring us 510,000 kilowatts when 
the bill limits the entire State of Idaho to 300,000 kilowatts under 
very restrictive and probably impossible conditions. 
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Mr. Dirrmer. I think the Secretary stated and I wish to repeat 
that is not a limitation to 300,000; that Idaho would not get less 
than that. We think they will get much more and we would like 
to see them get much more if the loads can be developed. 

Mr. Bupce. Why do you have this restrictive language in the bill, 
if we only get 300,000 kilowatts for the whole State under very 
restrictive and probably unconstitutional limitations in the State of 
Idaho and at the same time you stand up here and tell us we are 
going to get 510,000 kilowatts 500 miles away from the dam in the 
eastern part of the State ? 

Mr. Dirrmer. On the reasons for the reservations, and so forth, 
I think Mr. Stinson will cover. 

I am not competent to answer that particular question. I wasn’t 
present at all the discussions. I can merely state our policy. 

Mr. Buper. You see my point. The people in Idaho are interested 
in the power generated at thisdam. Now, you come into the picture 
and tell us, “We are not going to get our power from Hells Canyon 
Dam.” 

You are going to give it to us from over at Grand Coulee or Bonne- 
ville or some ss es else. 

Why don’t you write it in the bill? 

Mr. Dirrmer. Do you want that question now answered ? 

I will refer it to Mr. Stinson. 

Mr. Buper. You are the man representing the Bureau. We thought 
we were going to get power from Hells Canyon Dam. Now, you tell 
us you are going to deliver it from some place else. 

Mr. Dirrmer. During part of the year we will deliver it from other 
plants, As to the provisions of the bill, and how they are drawn, and 
so forth, I would like to refer to Mr. Stinson, if I may. 

Mr. Buper. I still think you are the man that if we get any power 
from this system of yours in Idaho, we look to you, not the Bureau of 
Reclamation because you are the marketing man. 

Mr. Drrrmer. And we will deliver it for you. 

Mr. Buper. I want more guaranty than you have got in this bill, 
I will tell you that. 

Mr. Dirrmer. Very well, sir. 

In this connection, I would like to present for the record—I offered 
those charts. Was that accepted for the file, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Ener. Without objection, all of the charts will be made a part 
of the record but not a part of the reporter’s transcript. It is pos- 
sible those should be included in the printed report of the hearing. 

I don’t know whether that etree te possible or not. If it is we 
will do it. 

Mr. Drrrmer. That would of course be entirely satisfactory. 

In this connection I would like to present for the record a letter 
dated March 29, 1951, from the Secretary of the Interior to Mr. T. E. 
Roach, president of the Idaho Power Co., which deals with reserva- 
tion of power as proposed in the bill. I would like to read the third 
paragraph of this letter: 

I recognize that a long-term supply of power for the area served by the Idaho 
Power Co. is a part of the problem presented by the proposal to construct the 
Hells Canyon project. However, Iam unable to endorse the suggested legislative 
reservation of a block of power for the Idaho Power Co. This problem, in my 
opinion, can best be solved by a legislative reservation of a block of power for 
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use in the central and upper Snake River Basin and the remainder of the State 
of Idaho in the manner outlined above, supplemented by suitable contracts with 
your company and other potential customers. 


Mr. Enete. The letter will be made a part of the record. 
(The letter is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, D. C., March 29, 1951. 
Mr. T. E. Roacw, 
President, Idaho Power Co., Boise, Idaho. 

GENTLEMEN: The Department of the Interior has been giving continuous study 
to the proposed authorization of the Hells Canyon and Mountain Home projects, 
and I have suggested to representatives of the various Idaho interests signatory 
to the letter to me of December 18, 1950, that they meet with me concerning the 
matter on March 27 or 28. 

In connection with the proposed authorizations, the Department has studied 
carefully the suggestions advanced by the Idaho interests. One of these was a 
proposal for the reservation of a block of power from the Hells Canyon project for 
the central and upper Snake River Basin. As to this, my proposal is that there 
be reserved for use in that area and in the remainder of the State of Idaho a block 
of prime power from the Governmenht’s Columbia River system, in an amount 
equivalent at any time to the least of the following amounts: (1) 500,000 kilo- 
watts; or (2) the average kilowatts of prime power that could be generated 
from the Hells Canyon Dam power plant if it were operated as an isolated power 
plant; or (3) 50 percent of the average kilowatts of prime power of the inte- 
grated Federal system attributable to Hells Canyon power plant and to storage 
in Hells Canyon Reservoir. This reservation would be subject to the limitation, 
obviously necessary in the interest of national defense, that any portion of this 
block not being used in the area could be devoted to meeting certified defense re- 
quirements outside that area during the continuance of these requirements. 

I recognize that a long-term supply of power for the area served by the Idaho 
Power Co. is a part of the problem presented by the proposal to construct the 
Hells Canyon project. However, I am unable to endorse the suggested legislative 
reservation of a block of power for the Idaho Power Co. This problem, in my 
opinion, can best be solved by a legislative reservation of a block of power for 
use in the central and upper Snake River Basin and the remainder of the State 
of Idaho in the manner outlined above, supplemented by suitable contracts with 
your company and other potential customers. 

As a first step in making the reserved block of power available to power users 
in Idaho, I cordially invite you to meet with me and members of my staff on 
April 10, 1951, in my office to discuss initiation of negotiations for a contract for 
the sale of a block of power to the Idaho Power Co., contingent upon the enact- 
ment of legislation authorizing the Hells Canyon development, delivery to begin 
when power first becomes available from the Hells Canyon power plant. 

I will appreciate your confirmation of the proposed conference or your sug- 
gestion of a more suitable alternate date. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L, CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


P. S.—I have tentatively scheduled this conference for April 10 at 3 p. m. 


Mr. Buper. Just a minute. I want to interrupt at this point, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Enere. I would like to suggest to the gentleman we are never 
going to get through these so-called summaries unless the witness is 
given an opportunity to summarize and questions are reserved, 

Mr. Buner. The witness is not summarizing. He is bringing in 
new letters that are handed to him from the audience that the chair- 
man hasn’t seen, I haven't seen, and none of the committee has seen, 
and he is bringing in new material at every point, and it is in no way a 
summary of the statements that he filed. 

Mr. Ener. He also introduced his statement as a part of the record, 
The Chair hasn't read that either, but whatever the gentlemen thinks 
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substantiates his case and is reasonably relevant ought to be in the 
record. Now let’s go ahead with the summaries here and then the 
gentleman will have all the chance there is left to ask questions. 

Mr. Bunce. I can’t write them down fast enough. 

Mr. Dirrmer. This offer was repeated in a letter of March 11, 1952, 
from Dr. Raver to Mr. Roach. So far there has been no response. 

(This letter appears on p. 715.) 

In closing, I would like to say that irrespective of the reservation 
of 300,000 kilowatts provided in the proposed bill, we will so arrange 
our sales of power available on the system to assure that, after Hells 
Canyon is built, firm power will be available for loads as rapidly as 
they can be developed in the middle and upper Snake Basin up to 
the full amount of 688,000 kilowatts of at-site power, and, we hope, 
much more in the future. 

Thank you, gentlemen. I am sorry I overran my time, but it was 
in part due to questions, I think. 

Mr. Enere. Thank you, Mr. Dittmer. ‘There will be more questions 
later, I am sure. 

Mr. Ostrander, are you the next witness ? 


STATEMENT OF EARL D. OSTRANDER, CONTROLLER, BONNEVILLE 
POWER ADMINISTRATION, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. OstranperR. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is Earl D. Ostrander; I am controller for the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration. Ihave a prepared statement, analyzing the power costs 
of Hells Canyon and their repayment, which I should like to file for 


the record. 
Mr. Encore. Without objection, it will be made part of the record. 
(The prepared statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Ear.L D. OSTRANDER, CONTROLLER, BONNEVILLE POWER 
ADMINISTRATION 


SNAKE RIVER PROJECT 
Introduction 


H. R. 5743 would authorize only the Hells Canyon project (referred to in the 
bill as the Hells Canyon division) of the Snake River project and the Scriver 
Creek power plants of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division of the 
Snake River project. The financial analysis presented in this statement covers 
those power generating facilities that would be so authorized as integrated with 
the Army-Interior program for comprehensive development in the Pacific North- 
west. 

PART I—HELLS CANYON DIVISION 


1. The Hells Canyon project is financially sound 


The Hells Canyon project is financially sound and would therefore be a desir- 
able addition to the Federal power system in the Pacific Northwest in view of 
the substantial amount of power it would add to the system. To demonstrate 
the validity of this conclusion it is necessary to consider the power costs assign- 
able to the project in relation to project's contribution to the capability of the 
Federal power system in the Pacific Northwest, or the Columbia River power 
system as it is generally known. The costs alone are not significant. They must 
be related to power capability. 

The power system on which this analysis is based includes the hydroelectric 
plants at 15 major projects; namely, Hungry Horse, Libby, Albeni Fal!s, Grand 
Coulee, Hells Canyon, Chief Joseph, Priest Rapids, McNary, John Day, The 
Dalles, Bonneville, Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little Goose and Lower 














408 HELLS €ANYON DAM 


Granite, and 19 small Federal hydroelectric plants’ associated with irrigation 
and flood-control developments in the Willamette, upper Snake, and Yakima 
River Basins, which are subbasins in the Columbia River Basin. The first 5 
of the 15 major projects listed here are storage projects. All of the 15 are author- 
ized except Hells Canyon. 


2. System power capability attributable to Hells Canyon project 

It will simplify the discussion if the system power capability attributable to 
Hells Canyon is considered first. Other witnesses have described the project, 
the manner in which its operation will be integrated with the other projects, 
and the amount of system prime power capability attributable to Hells Canyon. 
Results, which were presented on two bases, were : 

(a) On the incremental basis, Hells Canyon is credited with 1,124,000 kilo- 
watts of system prime capability. 

(b) On the allocation basis, Hells Canyon is credited with 1,430,500 kilowatts 
of system prime capability. 

The incremental approach credits Hells Canyon with the difference between 
the total prime power capability of the system including Hells Canyon and the 
capability of the same system exclusive of Hells Canyon. 

The allocation approach credits each storage project in the system, one of 
such storage projects being Hells Canyon, with its average generation during 
the critical water period—exclusive of such generation attributable to the use of 
water from other upstream storage projects—plus pro rata shares of the increased 
average generation during such period at other plants attributable to the bene- 
fits provided by the storage projects in the system. 

These brief descriptions of the two methods of analysis omit the complete 
details of the processes inasmuch as they have been fully described by other 
witnesses. It may be noted, however, that the incremental method assumes that 
Hells Canyon is the last project added to the system although that, of course, 
would not be the case according to present schedules. The allocation method 
assumes no chronological sequence of development of the projects in the sys- 
tem but treats each storage project on a parity basis. The important distinc- 
tion is that since incremental amounts of storage add per-acre foot of storage 
progressively lower increments in system prime power capability the incremental 
method ten ’s to minimize the power benefits assignable to Hells Canyon stor- 
age because it is assumed in this analysis that Hells Canyon is the last project 
added to the system. On the other hand, the allocation method results in sub- 
stantially higher credits to Hells Canyon storage since this method treats all 
storage capacity on a pariy or average basis. Accordingly, the use of the two 
methods in this analysis produces a range of values believed to be reasonable. 

In view of the fact that under either approach the prime power capability 
credited to a storage proiect—in this case, Hells Canyon—includes generation 
at other plants, a part of the costs at those other plants must also be assigned 
to the storage project. That is done in the cost analysis which follows. Under 
the incremental approach, the difference between total system costs for a system 
including Hells Canyon and for the same system except for Hells Canyon is as- 
signed to Hells Canyon. This procedure assigns to Hells Canyon all of its own 
costs plus incremental costs that must be incurred at other proiects in order to 
utilize the Hells Canyon storage and to provide additional system peak load 
carrying capacity after Hells Canyon is integrated into the system. Under 





1The 19 smell nlants and their status are: 

(a\ Boise Division. Black Cenvon. and Anderson Ranch plants are existing facilities in 
the Burean of Reclamation’s Boise project. 

ce ~~ power plant is an existing facility in the Bureau of Reclamation’s Minidoka 
project. 

(c) Palisades Dam and power nlant is under construction by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

(da) Unnrer Scriver and lower Seriver power plants would he anthorized by H. R. 57428 
for construction bv the Bureau of Reclamation as part of the Payette unit of the Mountain 
Home division of the Snake River project. 

(e) Garden Vallev Dam, Reservoir. and power nlant is recommended for construction by 
the Brrean of Reclemation as nart of the irrigation features of the Morntain Home Aivi- 
a y any Snake River project, but is not included in the authorizations provided in 

(f) Roza and Chandler power plants are authorized as parts of the Roza and Kennewick 
divisions. resnectivelv, of the Yakima project of the Bnurean of Reclamation. 

(qg) Americen Falls power plant has been authorized for construction by the Bureau of 
Reclamation but is not under construction. 

(h) Detroit, Bie Cliff Lookout Point, Dexter. Hills Creek. Cougar, Green Peter, and 
White Bridge are all units in the Willamette Basin *ood-control program of the Corns of 
Encineers. The first four are under construction. The last four are all authorized except 
White Bridge and except for power facilities at Cougar and Green Peter. White Bridge 
— hd required as a reregulating project in the event power facilities are installed at 

reen Peter. 
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the allocation approach pro rata shares of total power costs at projects bene- 
fiting from Hells Canyon storage are assigned to Hells Canyon, as will be more 
fully explained, along with Hells Canyon’s own costs, of course. The alloca- 
tion method assigns substantially more costs to Hells Canyon than the incremen- 
tal method, as well as greater prime power capability. Hence, the two meth- 
ods give a reasonable range of measures of costs as well as capability. 

These capabilities, 1,124,000 kilowatts and 1,430,500 kilowatts, are stated in 
terms of system prime power generating capability. System prime power is 
available in the system 100 percent of the time. However, many customers do 
not take power continuously and not all of them make their maximum demand 
on the system at the same time. These factors with respect to the degree and 
time of use of power by customers are known technically as load factor and 
diversity factor, respectively. In addition, of course, allowance must be made 
for losses in transmission and transformation of power in delivering it from 
points of generation to the customers. In view of these factors, it is characteris- 
tie of the power business that a given system prime or continuous capability 
permits sale and delivery of a greater number of kilowatts of power to customers 
on a firm basis. On the basis of experience in the operation of the Columbia 
River Power Power System, it is estimated that in the system used in this 
analysis the 1,124,000 kilowatts of system prime power attributable to Hells 
Canyon is equal to 1,463,400 kilowatts of salable firm power deliverable to cus- 
tomers. In like fashion, the 1,480,500 kilowatts of system prime power is equiv- 
alent to 1,862,500 kilowatts of salable firm power. The latter class of power is 
more important for the purpose of this study since the rate charged for power, 
and, hence, the revenues earned, are based on salable firm power. 


3. Costs assigned to Hells Canyon project 

(a) Hells Canyon construction costs and their tentative allocation —The 
Bureau of Reclamation, the construction agency, estimates that the total con- 
struction costs of the Hells Canyon project will be $356,810,000? at current price 
levels based on an installation of eight generator units totaling 800,000 kilowatts 
of name-plate-capacity. This total includes the dam, reservoir, general facilities 
such as the Government camp and shops, the powerhouse, generators, and related 
electrical equipment, and the specific recreation facilities. The costs of the 
imajor classes of facilities are estimated as follows, exclusive of interest during 
construction : 


Multiple-purpose (joint use) facilities: dam, reservoir, camp, 


“DS OAL See ER RS, 1S Pa a a eee eee $238, 810, 000 
Specifie power facilities: powerhouse, generators, etc__.__.-~_~- 117, 000, 000 
we ERE a ae 1, 000, 000 

8 EPC AS Re es ee er Siataecalei Nadie hacsilbah ict teint 356, 810, 000 


The costs have been allocated tentatively by the Secretary of the Interior * as 
follows: 








, fe eee, ae ES AES COS ee ee ~ $37,561, 000 
pA RET SARIS OP ERC re ee SI 8 or Soins saagaagiliy 4, 863, 000 
EEA IN EE RRS LEAT, aS eee: Oi ee a ecg 1, 000, 000 
Total to nonreimbursable purposes____-.---.--------- _-.. 43,424, 000 
en OND ein. ce adie treitie montane ncouctemmamme 313, 386, 000 
REPRISE SF Rede Bice ote «dE pee Le rare oe Oe 356, 810, 000 


Hence, 88 percent of the total construction costs are reimbursable on the basis 
of this tentative allocation and present law. Moreover, 100 percent of the annual 
costs for operation and maintenance and 100 percent of annual requirements for 
replacement of facilities as they wear out are presently deemed to be reimburs- 
able from power revenues and are so treated in this analysis. Accordingly, 


? The estimated costs used in this section of this study are based upon current price levels 
for the Hells Canyon development but on earlier price levels for other projects, although 
the latter were the latest available at the time the data were originally prepared. A 
subsequent section of this statement gives data based on the latest available cost estimates 
for all projects. For projects under construction or authorized for construction, and for 
the Hells Canyon project, the power cost data are based on tentative allocations of joint 
facility costs. 

7On May 11, 1951, the Secretary approved and transmitted to the President through the 
Bureau of the Budget the April 11, 1951, report of Reclamation Commissioner Michael W. 
Straus on the Hells Canyon Division of the Snake River project. That report contains this 
tentative allocation of costs. 
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over a 50-year pay-out period more than 88 percent of total costs will be repaid 
from power revenues. 

(b) Hells Canyon annual power costs (financial requirements) .‘—Reclamation 
law requires that power revenues—as a minimum—return, in addition to power Op- 
eration and maintenance expenses, 3 percent per year on the gross power construc- 
tion costs; that is, on the total of such costs without reduction by the amount of 
such costs as may have been repaid. The 3 percent net return provides the revenues 
that are applied to repayment of construction costs. While the reclamation law 
thus does not require that power construction costs be repaid with interest on 
unpaid balances, the annual costs used in this analysis have been computed on 
the basis of repayment of the principal with 3 percent interest. To do so over 
a period of 50 years requires an annual net return of about 3.89 percent (3.88655 
percent) on the gross power construction costs. This is nearly 30 percent more 
than required by law. Moreover, it is higher than the basis currently used by 
the Bonneville Power Administration, namely, repayment of construction costs, 
including interest during construction, with 244 percent interest, for fixing rates 
and repaying the investment. Nevertheless, the higher cost basis, while it may 
not be controlling ultimately in determining rates and pay-out, has been used 
here to provide a margin of safety in this analysis of the financial soundness 
of the project. 

Annual interest and amortization requirements on the power allocation and 
the projoct’s total annual requirements for operation, maintenance, and replace 
ments are $14,330,000, consisting of the following: 


Interest (3 percent) and Amortization (in 50 years) on construction 


costs of $313,386,000 allocated to power_-_---_------__------- . $12, 180, 000 
CORREO i OOO iis iin eatin we cen eeehee 1, 065, 000 
ES Se ee See ee ee ee eT 1, O85, 000 

NS Ee RT AT ae Oe 14, 330, 000: 


(c) Costs at other projects assigned to Hells Canyon—(1) Incremental 
basis.—On this basis, total power costs of the system including’ Hells Canyon 
less total power costs of the system exclusive of Hells Canyon are assigned to 
the project. Costs so assigned thus include all of Hells Canyon’s power costs 
plus the additional power costs incurred at other plants for the increases in 
production made possible by the addition of Hells Canyon to the system. 

In order to get the best system results when Hells Canyon is integrated into 
the system, additional generators must be installed at other plants to use the 
storage water released from Hells Canyon and to provide system peaking capacity 
So as to generate power in accordance with the fluctuating demands made on the 
system. What is meant by this can be explained briefly. As already stated, 
system prime power capability is available on the system 24 hours a day through- 
out the year.’ Hence, if a system had a prime rating of 100,000 kilowatts, for 
example, it would need an installed generator capacity of only 100,000 kilowatts, 
forgetting reserves, to generate its rating—if customers took power evenly around 
the clock throughout the year. But it is characteristic of the power business that 
some customers do not use power continuously at their maximum rate of taking 
and all customers do not make their maximum rate of use at the same time. Hence, 
while a system may turn out an average of 100,000 kilowatts, it must generate at 
higher ratings at times and therefore must have more than 100,000 kilowatts of 


*For the purpose of this analysis the term “annual costs” consists actually of annual 
financial requirements for pay-out purposes and includes the following: (1) Interest and 
amortization on a 50-year basis with interest at 244 percent per annum, except that 3 
percent is used for Hells Canyon project and other Bureau of Reclamation projects, (2) 
annual expenses for operation and maintenance, and (3) the annual annuity required for 
replacements. “Costs” strictly speaking, as determined in accordance with usual account- 
ing practices of the utility industry, are based on depreciation of the property over the 
service lives of the various types of facility rather than upon actual repayment in arbitrary 
periods including replacements and would be lower than these financial requirements. 

‘It is important to note that in an integrated system embracing several hydroelectric 
generating projects, prime power is stated in terms of system capability and not in terms 
of prime (i. e., continuous) capability at individual plants. By means of electrical and 
hydraulic integration of the several hydroelectric plants it is possible to obtain a much 
greater total system prime power capability than would be obtainable on the basis of the 
summation of the capabilities of the individual plants operated on an isolated basis. In 
the integrated operating plan, some projects, such as Hungry Horse and Hells Canyon, 
produce relatively smal! amounts of power during the summer months when floodwaters 
are being stored. Ample power to carry the system prime rating is available in the summer 
months at the run-of-river plants which have high stream flows during the summer. In the 
wintertime storage is released from the storage projects, such as Hungry Horse and Hells 
Canyon, thus providing a high rate of generation at the storage projects and increased flows 
and generation at the downstream projects benefiting from the storage. 
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installed generator capacity to meet the peak load, but then the system can also 
eontract to deliver on a firm basis considerably more than 100,000 kilowatts of 
power to customers. 

The initial installation at Hells Canyon will be only 800,000 kilowatts. It 
is estimated that an additional 774,000 kilowatts of generator capacity will be 
required at other plants in the system to make proper use of the benefits of adding 
Hells Canyon to the system. The additional installations and their annual costs 
ure estimated as follows: 





Num- 














oo! Bh | ee ; Total Total 
_ | ber | additiona annua =e ber | additional | annual 
Project | of | generator power | Project | of generator power 

junits' capacity costs junits capacity costs 

| Kilowatts | | | Kilowatts 

Chief Joseph 2 128,000 | $614,000 || Lower Monumental 1 60,000 | $233, 000 
Priest Rapids- - .--- 2 | 106, 000 404,000 | Little Goose -_ _- 65, 000 248, 000 
aa 1 70, 000 259,000 || Lower Granite___ 1 55, 000 226, 000 
John Day 1 | 85, 000 311, 000 —— . 
The Dalles 2) 1140,000 > 544,000 Total sont 2D 774,000 3, 087, 000 
Ice Harbor_. 1 65, 000 248, 000 


} 


! The units at The Dalles may be increased to 78,000 kilowatts each. In that event the total at the Dalles 
would be 156,000 kilowatts and the grand total would be 790,000 kilowatts, and costs would be increased a 
smal] amount. 

The annual costs include (1) interest and amortization at 2% percent, 50 
years on the construction costs, including interest during construction, of the 
additional units, (2) operation and maintenance expenses, and (3) provision 
for the cost of replacements. 

(2) Allocation basis.—On this basis the total annual power costs at the other 
plants are divided between those plants and Hells Canyon in the same proportion 
as the nominal prime power capability of the other plants is divided. For 
example, the nominal prime capability of Bonneville Dam project in the system 
including Hells Canyon is 476,000 kilowatts, of which 58,000 kilowatts or 12.2 
percent is assigned to Hells Canyon. Accordingly, 12.2 percent of the total 
annual power costs of Bonneville Dam are charged to Hells Canyon. In the 
case of the Ice Harbor project, one-half of its nominal prime rating of 204,000 
kilowatts and one-half of its total annual power costs are assigned to Hells 
Canyon. The other projects are treated in like fashion. The costs at other 
projects assigned to Hells Canyon on this basis total $10,398,000, consisting of 
the following: 








Assigned to 
Hells Canyon 





| 

| | 
| Total an- 

| 








Total an- 





Assigned to 
Hells Canyon 








Project nual power —— ea Project nee 
} costs Per- | costs Per- 
| | cent | mount cent Amount 
Lower Granite |! $2, 267, 000 50.0 $1, 134,000 || The Dalles $12, 845,000 | 13.4 $1, 721,000 
Little Goose : } } 2,521,000 | 50.7 | 1, 278.000 || Bonneville ..-| 3,591,000 | 12.2 438, 000 
Lower Monumental | ! 2, 439, 000 50.5 | 1,232,000 || Subbasin plants__...} 6,231,000 | 6.6 411, 000 
lee Harbor. 12,651,000 | 50.0 | 1,325,000 = = - 
McNary........- : 9, 323,000 | 13.4 | 1, 249, 000 Total... -.--| 53, 534,000 | 19.4 | 10,398, 000 
John Day........- 11, 666,000 | 13.8 | 1,610,000 | 


er | ot ee ee | 


! These cost data are based on the installation of 4 generator units at each plant. 


(d) Total annual power costs assigned to Hells Canyon.—Total annual power 
costs assigned to Hells Canyon are thus $17,417,000 on the incremental basis and 
$24,725,000 on the allocation basis. In each case, the $14,530,000 of power costs at 
Hells Canyon itself are included. To this base are added the additional costs at 
other plants under each of the two approaches, as already developed. 

(e) Total costs per kilowatt of capability assigned to Hells Canyon.—The ecapa- 
bility and cost data have now been developed and may be compared in order to get 
annual generation costs per kilowatt. 

On the incremental basis, the data assignable to Hells Canyon are: 
Share of system prime power capability.___-_._-______kilowatts__ 
Equivalent salable firm power___- =~ =e 
Total annual power costs___--_- 
comes et Raowect @: Orree HOWS?..... kn oi en esc nuss 
Costs per kilowatt of salable firm power___-_ ~~~. 


1, 124, 000 

1, 465, 400 
$17, 417, 000 
$15. 49 

$11. 90 
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Comparable data on the allocation basis are: 
Share of system prime power capability i 1, 430, 500 
Equivalent salable firm power 1, 862, 500 
Total annual power costs $24, 728, 000 
Costs per kilowatt of prime power 
Costs per kilowatt of salable firm power 


4. Conclusion 

The generating costs assignable to Hells Canyon project per kilowatt of firm 
power deliverable to customers are thus $11.90 and $13.27, respectively, under the 
two methods of analysis. The power costs attributable to the Hells Canyon proj- 
ect will be combined and averaged with the costs of generation at all other 
projects in the system and the costs of the Federal transmission system in order to 
obtain over-all system costs for delivered power. These costs, which include in- 
terest on the power investment, will be repaid to the Treasury from power reve- 
nues. The rate level at which power will be sold from time to time must be ad- 
justed as necessary to meet these system costs. The Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration has heretofore indicated that at some time in the future its present basic 
rate level of $17.50 per kilowatt for firm power may need to be increased. The 
Administration's wholesale power contracts provide that rate increases necessary 
to cover costs may be made at 5-year intervals. The next rate adjustment date is 
December 1954 and, of course, the following one is December 1959. The average 
generating costs for all new projects other than Hells Canyon, under construction 
or authorized or recommended for construction as additions to the existing low 
cost Bonneville and Grand Coulee dam projects, is $13.09° per kilowatt of firm 
power on the incremental basis compared with $11.90° for Hells Canyon alone. 
Hence, the inclusion of Hells Canyon in the system will not increase and in fact 
may reduce slightly the over-all average costs to be met by adjustment of the 
Bonneville Power Administration’s wholesale power rates. 


. Revised cost data reflecting latcst estimates 

” the analysis presented above was based on the $356,810,000 estimate, the cur- 
rent figure in the case of Hells Canyon, and on the latest data available for other 
projects at the time the April 11, 1951, report of the Bureau of Reclamation was 
prepared. New cost estimates have recently been supplied by the construction 
agencies (the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers) for the othe: 
projects. Annual costs assigned to Hells Canyon on the basis of such new-cost 
information compare with the former results as follows: 





| 
Revised | Original 
data } data 








Incremental method: 
Hells Canyon’s annual power costs --| $14,330,000 | $14, 330, 000 
Annual power costs at other projects assigned to Hells Canyon anil 3, 222, 000 3, 087, 000 


la disnien ipipcavaen va nababsuabinealcr es aie thangs diibiercanatenag 7, 552, 000 17, 417, 000 


Share of system prime power capability assigned to Hells Canyon 
kilowatts 1, 124, 000 1, 124, 000 
Equivalent salable firm power iil Sein ete 1, 463, 400 1, 463, 400 
Costs per kilowatt of prime power ales oe ese ware abrnane $15. 62 f 
Costs per kilowatt of salable firm power -__- ss le tcl aek Shain dbcabsbiclalite $i 99 


Allocation method: 
Hells Canyon’s annual power costs __- sacensine $14, 330, 000 $14, 330, 000 
Annual power costs at other projects assigned to Hells Canyon. jacinta 11, 803, 000 10, 398, 000 


Share of system prime power capability assigned to Hells Canyon 
kilowatts. , 430, £ 1, 430, 500 
5 1, 862, 500 





Equivalent salable firm p»wer-. tA im 
Costs per kilowatt of prime p< wer bietebrhneeGubusseds dabbeieet 
Costs per kilowatt of salable firm power eee: Seen eee MO SEO, 











The increase in costs assignable to Hells Canyon is only 0.8 percent on the 
incremental basis and 5.7 percent on the allocation basis. The latter is higher, 
since it includes a greater amount of costs at other projects, the ones for which 


* See. 5 which follows develops costs on the basis of latest estimates which increase the 
Hells Canyon figure from $11.90 to $11.99. On the same basis the figure of $13.09 for 
other new projects is increased to $13.51. 
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older cost estimates had been used in the April 11, 1951 report. In either case, 
the increases are so small as to require no change in the conclusion reached 
on the basis of the earlier data. 


PART II-—SCRIVER CREEK POWER FACILITIES 


1. Power facilities 

H. R. 5743 would authorize the upper and lower Scriver Creek power plants 
as part of the Payette unit of Mountain Home division of the Snake River 
project. These two small plants initially would have installed capacities of 
37,500 and 60,000 kilowatts, respectively, with provision for subsequent installa- 
tion of at least one and possibly two units of 30,000 kilowatts each at the lower 
Scriver Creek plant. 

These plants could be constructed and brought into service in a shorter period 
than the large Hells Canyon project and accordingly would make an earlier 
contribution to the power supply for Southern Idaho, particularly in the Boise 
area. The Bureau of Reclamation estimates that the small plants could be 
constructed in 3 years after funds were made available. 


2. Principal features and construction costs 
The major facilities necessary for the operation of the Scriver Creek power 
plants are: 
1. Smith’s Ferry-diversion dam 
2. Smith’s Ferry-Scriver Creek tunnel 
3. Upper Scriver Creek power plant 
4. Scriver Creek Dam and Reservoir 
5. Secriver Creek-Garden Valley tunnel 
. Lower Scriver Creek power plant 
. Switchyards at upper and lower Scriver Creek plants 
8. General property (temporary construction facilities and camp, permanent 
camp, surveys, investigations, etc.) 

The Bureau of Reclamation estimates that on the basis of January 1952 price 
levels the construction costs of all facilities required for the initial development * 
of the two Scriver Creek power plants will amount to $39,074,000 exclusive of 
$8,850,000 for related transmission lines and substations that would also be 
authorized by H. R. 5743. The latter are excluded here as this analysis is 
confined to the generation costs, although all transmission costs for these plants 
as well as all others in the system would be repaid from power revenues as noted 
in section 4 of part I of this statement. For the purpose of this analysis, $38,- 
963,000 (99.7 percent) of the total cost of $39,074,000 has been allocated to power 
in the initial development of the Scriver Creek power plants although ultimately, 
as explained in footnote 7, a larger share of the costs will be allocable to nonpower 
purposes. Hence, only $111,000 of the $39,074,000 total has been allocated here 
to non-power purposes (recreation, fish and wildlife) ; this amount is the esti- 
mated cost of fish screens and recreation facilities. 

3. Annual costs 

On the basis of the initial development and related allocation, the annual power 
costs are: 

Interest and amortization, 3 percent, 50 years, on $38,963,000________ $1, 514, 300 


Sy Os scsi dedication aotiglioome acu 201, S00 
Replacements__-___ Fe RAE ONC Ee PAC ORD ESI por a AACE SE 170, 000 


RN iesncsinic-nicsvcngeipsiniinee mmentiete tert 1, 886, 100 


This total would be reduced to $1,751,500 upon completion of the Mountain Home 
division. This reduction in cost allows for the addition of a third unit at lower 


7 The initial power development consists of the upper Scriver Creek power plant with an 
oe 


instalation of 37,500 kilowatts (three units) and the lower Scriver Creek power plant with 
an installation of 60,000 kilowatts (two units). A third unit (and possibly a fourth) of 
50,000 kilowatts is planned for the lower Scriver Creek plant upon completion of the 
Garden Valley Dam and Reservoir (to be part of the Snake River project but for which 
authorization is not included in H. R. 5743). The Garden Valley facility will be required 
to reregulate releases from tbe Scriver Creek plants when the third unit is installed at the 
lower Scriver Creek plant. Upon construction of the Garden Valley Dam and Reservoir 
and the irrigation features of the Mountain Home division, several million dollars of the 
costs of joint facilities now charged to the initial Scriver Creek power development will be 
allocable to irrigation. 


21139—52—ser. 20-——-27 
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Scriver Creek (plus $100,000 of construction costs for a foundation for a fourth 
unit) but its additional costs are more than offset at that time by the fact that 
part of the costs of the joint facilities would be allocable to irrigation. In the 
analysis which follows, the $1,751,500 is applied under the allocation method and 
the $1,886,100 is applied under the incremental method. 


4. Power capability and annual costs per kilowatt 

The two Scriver Creek power plants, on the basis of the initial development of 
97,500 kilowatts of installed capacity, are assigned 76,200 kilowatts of system 
prime power capability, equivalent to 99,200 kilowatts of salable firm power 
The total annual costs of $1,886,100 assigned to these plants in the initial stage 
(i. e., before development of the rest of the Mountain Home division) result in 
costs of $24.75 and $19.01, respectively, per kilowatt of prime and firm power. 
In the ultimate development the data are: 


I a aa disicibiapemuaiine kilowatts__ 127, 500 
Share of system prime power______-------_-_----------_--- / ee 88, 000 
Equivalent salable firm power__--~--------___------__------ a 114, 600 
I oa ae sic cotanentnagpespeseaioin emda Gabeel $1, 751, 500 
Annual costs per kilowatt of prime ___--___---__-----____--_------- $19. 90 
Annual costs per mliowatt of Orm....8 nn in ce $15. 28 


Since H. R. 5748 provides that for repayment purposes the Scriver Creek 
plants and the Hells Canyon project are to be treated as one project, the capabil- 
ities and costs must be considered in the aggregate. Under the incremental 
method, which, as stated, uses only the initial development and related costs 
and capability for the Scriver Creek plants, the data—based on the latest and 
higher cost estimates as described in section 5 of part I of this statement, are: 





Annual costs assigned to Hells Canyon______---_-_--- 5 $17, 552, 000 
Annual costs assigned to Scriver Creek plants______-__.____-_____ 1, 886, 100 
Re aks nee ere Pee eee ee Me oe Ae Ne ee ee Se re eT TD 19, 438, 100 


Shares of system prime power capability assigned to: 


Sa eres Sa ae ee 1, 124, 000 
Scriver Creek plants, kilowatts.__.__._.___._._--______--__--____- 76, 200 
ee ae ee ee 1, 200, 200 
Equivalent salable firm power, kilowatts____._____-__-_-__-___--__~ 1, 562, 600 
Annual costs per kilowatt of : 
EE INE Pees See ae eR fo, ea ont Ee a na $16. 20 
EE. EE a ee Ae ee one ee ae Oe en ae a ee $12. 44 


Under the allocation method, which uses data for the ultimate development 
of the Mountain Home Division and thus the related costs and capability for 
the Scriver Creek power plants with the additional generator unit, and again 
based on the latest and higher cost estimates, the data are: 

Annual costs assigned to Hells Canyon___-___-________--______ $26, 133, 000 
Annual costs assigned to Scriver Creek plants__..-...._____-______ 1, 751, 500 


RES Se ee OSA Oe ee _--.. 27, 884, 500 


Shares of system prime power capability assigned to: 


RES a 1, 430, 500 
Scriver Creek plants, kilowattsa..._......-.............-..... 88, 000 
ge UR ie eS NS Ee A aa Ea Se Se eee 1, 518, 500 
Equivalent salable firm power, kilowatts_____.__.___-_-___._-____--__ 1, 977, 100 
Annual costs per kilowatt of: 
ie, Bors es ce oa A Re Hain wees eae $18. 36 
hl RRS i IIA SAINT SN, Ri A RS Se ee eee $14. 10 


The ultimate results of $12.44 and $14.10 per kilowatt of salable firm power 
for the combination of the three plants compare with $11.97 and $14.03, respec- 
tively, for Hells Canyon alone, as set forth in section 5 of part I of this statement. 

Attached is a summary table which brings together on a comparative basis 
the results that have been calculated in detail in this statement. 
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Mr. Osrranver. My written statement shows costs as presented in 
the supplemental project report of April 11, 1951, but it also con- 
tains up-to-date cost information. I will confine my oral statement 
today to just the latest available data as they obviously are the more 
pertinent. ‘ 

For the purposes of my analysis, annual power costs have been 
computed on the basis of the repayment of the power investment to 
the Treasury in 50 years with 3 percent interest. This is higher 
than the 2.5 percent rate of interest used by the Bonneville Power 
Administration normally for rate and pay-out purposes. 

Moreover, I have included in power costs 100 percent of the annual 
expenses for the operations and maintenance and the cost of replacing 
equipment that wears out. Annual power costs of the Hells Canyon 
project as computed on this conservative basis are $14,330,000 per year. 
This amount will be provided from power revenues. It will repay 
expenses and replacements and will return the power investment to 
the Treasury with 3 percent interest in 50 years. 

In addition to Hells Canyon’s own costs, I have assigned to Hells 
Canyon incremental costs totaling $3,222,000 per year that must be 
incurred at other projects primarily for additional generator units 
to make use of the benefits of adding Hells Canyon’s storage to the 
system. This makes total annual power costs of $17,552,000 assign- 
able to Hells Canyon. In other words, this is the difference between 
total system power costs per year for a system including Hells Can- 
yon and the same system without Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Sartor. Pardon me, does the statement which you have filed 
show the various projects that you have allocated that cost to? 

Mr. Osrranper. Yes, sir; it shows each project and the amount 
from each project assigned to Hells Canyon. 

In other words, this is the difference between total system power 
cost per year for a system including Hells Canyon and the same sys- 
tem without Hells Canyon. 

On the same basis, the capability assigned to Hells Canyon is 
1,124,000 kilowatts of system prime power. The annual cost per 
kilowatt of prime power is therefore $15.62. However, the 1,124,000 
kilowatts of. prime power, that is, continuous capability will permit 
delivery of 1,463,400 kilowatts of power to customers, after allowing 
for losses, on a firm power basis since not all customers take power 
at the same time and not all of them take power continuously at their 
maximum rate. Therefore, the annual generation costs per kilowatt 
of salable firm power are only $11.99. 

This is the significant cost figure since rates are based on the sys- 
tem’s capability to contract for the delivery of firm power to the users 
and the costs of generating such power plus the costs of delivering 
it to the customers. 

The costs per kilowatt assignable to Hells Canyon on this incre- 
mental basis of analysis are less than the average costs for all other 
new Federal projects, such as Libby, McNary, and The Dalles, in 
the phase C-2 system to be added to the existing low-cost Bonneville 
and Grand Coulee power plants. The Hells Canyon figure of $11.99 
per kilowatt of salable firm power compares with $13.51 average for 
all other new projects, based on latest cost estimates. 

The proposed bill, H. R. 5743, would authorize the 2 Scriver Creek 
power plants in addition to Hells Canyon, and requires that all the 
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costs be combined as one project. The Scriver Creek plants are much 
smaller, but could be brought into service earlier to help serve loads 
in southern Idaho. 

The addition of the 2 Scriver Creek plants on the basis proposed 
by the bill increases the costs of $11.99 for Hells Canyon alone to an 
over-all average of $12.44 per kilowatt of salable firm power. This is 
still lower than the figure of $13.51 for other new projects. 

The power costs attributable to the Hells Canyon and Scriver Creek 
projects will be combined and averaged with the cost of generation 
at all other projects in the system and with the costs of the Federal 
transmission system in order to obtain over-all system costs for de- 
livered power. 

These total costs which provide for repayment of the investment 
with interest will be repaid to the Treasury from power revenues. 
The rate level at which power will be sold from time to time must. be 
adjusted as necessary to meet these total system costs. 

The Bonneville Power Administration has heretofore indicated that 
at some time in the future its present basic rate level of $17.50 per 
kilowatt-year for firm power may need to be increased. The Ad- 
ministration’s wholesale power contracts provide that rate increases 
necessary to cover costs may be made at 5-year intervals. 

Attached to my written statement is a table which summarizes both 
the old and new cost data for Hells Canyon on both the incremental 
and allocation methods. The table also shows combined cost data for 
Hells Canyon and Scriver Creek plants on the basis of the new cost 
data. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enete. Thank you very much, Mr. Ostrander. 

Now, Mr. Clinton, are you next? 

Mr. CurntTon. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK CLINTON, ASSISTANT REGIONAL DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. Curnton. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name 
is Frank M. Clinton. I am assistant regional director in the Bureau 
of Reclamation office in Boise, Idaho. 

I have prepared a written statement, and filed it, and would like 
to enter it in the record here today. 

This morning with the aid of 2 charts here, and the maps before 
you, I would like to summarize that statement, and explain the water 
supply for the Hells Canyon division, how it was estimated and the 
factors that affect that estimate. 

(The statement of Mr. Clinton is as follows :) 


STATEMENT ON WATER SuppLy FoR HELLS CANYON DIvISIoN BY F. M. CLINTON, 
ASSISTANT REGIONAL Director, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


This statement deals with the water supply that is now available for the 
Hells Canyon division and the effect that future irrigation development upstream 
will have on that water supply. Although this is a complex technical subject, 
it is important to understand the fundamental elements involved in estimating 
the water supply in this case in order to appraise the validity of those estimates. 
The following explanation, with the aid of a few charts, seeks to give the 
committee such an understanding. 

Any study of water supply must be based, of course, upon past records and 
the assumption that those climatic conditions will be repeated; the engineer 
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eannot forecast the flows which climatic conditions of the future will actually 
produce. Hence, in estimating the water supply that will be available in the 
future for a project such as Hells Canyon, the engineer first tabulates all of 
the available records which have been compiled by the United States Geological 
Survey of the flow of the river at or near that point. He then determines 
whether the available record spans a full climatie cycle of wet and dry years 
and that the gaging station at which the record has been taken is close enough 
to the dam site so there is no appreciable inflow between it and the dam site. 
Both of these conditions are well met in this case; there is no significant inflow 
petween the gaging station at Oxbow and the dam site about 25 miles down- 
stream, and the record of flow at that gaging station includes the all-time low 
fiows which occurred during the drought of the 1930's and flows which at times 
have approached an all-time high. 

With such records it might at first appear to be unnecessary to estimate the 
flow which would be available fer power production. One might suppose that 
the recorded flow could be used directly for this purpose. This would be the 
case if upstream conditions affecting stream flow were limited to the natural 
uncontrolled elements. In the Snake River Basin, however, this is not the 
case, Upstream irrigation development has continued to progress gradually 
throughout the 24-year period when the stream flow records were accumulated 
and further large increases are anticipated in the future. Hence, it becomes 
necessary to superimpose the effect of this additional use of water upstream 
upon the recorded flow for each year since 1928. Such an adjustment of the 
stream flow records requires that an estimate be made of the stream depletion 
that will be caused by the additional irrigation projects upstream. 

In determining the effect of future irrigation projects upon downstream 
river flows it should be recognized that placing a new irrigation project in 
operation not only takes some water out of the river which would otherwise 
have been available at a given downstream point but it also changes the monthly 
distribution of the total annual flow passing that downstream point. The 
water consumed by growing plants and evaporated from the canals and wet 
fields accounts for the so-called “depletion.” 

Such consumptive use and evaporation averages about 24% acre-feet for each 
acre of land irrigated on the Snake River Plain upstream from the Hells Canyon 
Dam site. The redistribution of flow in Hells Canyon results from the fact 
that the additional water which must be diverted from the river to cover seepage 
losses from the canals and fields returns to the river gradually and so reaches 
Oxbow in subsequent months. Since the annual diversions from the river 
average about six acre-feet per acre of land irrigated, almost two-thirds of 
that water must eventually find its way back to the river at Oxbow because 
the river at that point is the only water outlet from the basin. The general effect 
of this redistribution is to decrease the flows at Oxbow during the irrigation 
season and to increase them during the fall and winter. 

The matter of redistribution of flows at Oxbow is further complicated if the 
irrigation project obtains a substantial portion of its water supply by storage 
of surplus winter and spring flows in a reservoir. This is particularly so if 
some of that storage is carried over from a wet cycle to be used during a dry 
cycle a year or more later. The reduction of spring flows in wet years and the 
increase in fall and winter flows in dry years at Oxbow is accentuated by such 
Storage operations. 

The first step in estimating the water supply available to Hells Canyon under 
future conditions of upstream development was to select a period of past years 
of stream flow records to be included in the study. For this purpose the period 
from July 1928 to September 1948 was selected because complete records of 
stream flow were available for that period. Furthermore, as stated previously, 
this period includes the critically low-flow years which are the determining 
factor in power production calculations. As a second step it was necessary to 
analyze all available records of the acreage which had been irrigated in the 
Snake Basin since the beginning of the century and then to project the past trends 
of irrigation development into the future in order to select an average level 
of irrigation development which it could be assumed would prevail during the 
“-vear pay-out period for the Hells Canyon division. The attached chart shows 
a graphical plotting of the past trend of irrigation development upstream from 
Hells Canyon and a projection of that trend for about 60 years into the future. 
From that projection a level of about 3,000,000 acres was selected as the assumed 
average irrigated acreage that would be receiving a full water supply during 
the 50-year period starting in 1959, the earliest date when the Hells Canyon 
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division might start operating. In view of the fact that irrigation development 
will progress gradually throughout the 50-year period, you will readily recog- 
nize that the use of this average level of upstream irrigation development results 
in too much depletion during the earlier years of the assumed pay-out period 
and in too little during the last half if the irrigation is expanded at a uniform 
rate. 

This brings us to the third step in the process, namely, that of adjusting the 
recorded stream flows to reflect each year the additional depletion caused by 
increasing the irrigated acreage from that actually irrigated that year to the 
assumed level of about 3,000,000 acres. For instance, in the year 1936 the de- 
pletion must be increased from that caused by the acreage then irrigated, which 
is reflected in the stream flow record to that estimated to be caused by the 
irrigation of a total of about 3,000,000 acres. Thus, in the studies the stream- 
flow records were adjusted for each year, 1928 to 1948, inclusive, to reflect the 
effects of increasing the irrigated area to the assumed 3,000,000-acre level. 

Although it is recognized that there are other consumptive uses of water in 
the basin besides that caused by irrigation, the changes in the amount of such 
uses since 1928 and in the future will have no significant effect on the river 
flows at Oxbow. The establishment of synthetic-fuel plants in the basin might 
have an appreciable effect, but, according to authorities in that field, the pos- 
sibility of such an event is very remote. Hence the refinement of considering 
separately such other consumptive uses in the study was not warranted. 

The procedure used in determining the net effect, which increase in irrigation 
since a given date plus the assumed future irrigation development would have 
on stream flows at Oxbow, consisted of making the necessary changes in stor- 
age reculation and diversions and adjustments in return flows to reflect the in- 
creased development. The flow records were also adjusted to reflect the operation 
of the Anderson Ranch, Lucky Peak, Cascade, and Palisades Rescervoirs which 
will provide supplemental water for the Boise, the Payette, and the Snake River 
Valleys. The results of these stream-flow adjustments can best be portrayed 
by the attached chart showing a graphical plotting of the mean monthly flow 
of the river in second-feet as recorded (solid line) and as estimated (dashed 
line) if 3,000,000 acres had been irrigated upstream. A comparison of the solid 
and dashed lines on this chart will give one a good understanding of how the 
future increases in the acreage upstream will affect the flow of the river in Hells 
Canyon. The dashed line represents, in effect, the water supply that is estimated 
to be available for the Hells Canyon project during its pay-out period. In terms 
of the average annual flows for the 20-year period of study, the recorded flows 
average 11,830,000 acre-feet annually, whereas the depleted flows average 10,840,- 
000 acre-feet annually. 

Upon first considering the effect which future increases in the upstream irri- 
gated area would have upon power production by the Hells Canyon and down- 
stream power plants, one is apt to conclude that the prime power production will 
decrease in direct proportion to the total decrease in annual flow of the river at 
Oxbow. Such is not the case, however, so long as the 1936-37 water year con- 
tinnes to be critical period controlling prime power production by the system of 
Columbia River power plants because practically all of the stream depletion will 
come out of flows that otherwise would be surplus to prime power production re- 
quirements and spilled from the reservoir. This is illustrated by the afore-men- 
tioned charts showing recorded and depleted flows during and immediately pre- 
ceding the critical period of September 1936 to April 1937. 
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Mr. Cuinton. For many years the Geological Survey has main- 
tained a gaging station on the Snake River about 25 miles upstream 
from Hells Canyon Dam site. We have selected the period 1928 
to 1948, a 20-year period, for study and basic data for those studies 
of water supply for the division. That period was selected because 
it contains the lowest flow of record. 

I have had plotted here for you on this chart the recorded flows 
during that period. On the left side here we have each of these hori- 
zontal lines representing 5,000 second-feet. Here is the 10,000 second- 
feet line. Each of the vertical lines are a year apart. Each line is 
on New Year’s day. 

The recorded flow is plotted with this heavy blue line. You will 
note that the flow dropped below the 10,000 second-foot line during 
the fall, or the latter part of the year, and then rises up to a peak 
during the spring of the year. 

You will see that that cycle is repeated every year. Some peaks 
higher, some peaks lower. 

While that stream flow record was being accumulated, this blue 
line here, there were about 2.5 million acres irrigated upstream. That 
blue line in effect represents the residual flow, that is, the flow that 
was left in the river after those 214 million acres were irrigated, so 
all of the effect of the irrigation operations upstream, such as reser- 
voir filling, diversions, and return flow, is reflected in that record 
that was obtained down at the gaging station in the canyon. The 
blue line is the record. 

The problem before us in estimating what Hells Canyon will do 
in the lists, what it will produce in the way of power, involves the 
adjusting of that record, to account for the things that will be done 
by man in the basin in the future. 

We are not trying to predict water supply at all as far as climatic 
conditions are ples, Sees We are standing on this record and saying 
that this has happened once, and it can happen again, so our firm power 
must be measured on the basis of the dryest years. We have picked 
those series of dry years in which to measure it. There is one series 
here on the chart from 1935 to 1937; 1929 to 1932 is another. 

In looking down the road into the future to see what is going to 
happen, I think our best guide is what has taken place in the past 
in the way of growth of irrigation upstream. In order to give an 
idea of that I have had this chart plotted, this solid black S curve 
represents the trend—the general trend of irrigation development 
in the Snake River Basin since it started back in 1870. 

You will note it started out here gradually until about 1890 and 
then speeded up. There was a very great increase from 1900 on up 
to 1920. During that 30-year period probably the greatest irrigated 
land boom in the West took place in the Snake River Basin. How- 
ever, the conditions were ideal for that rapid development. The 
diversions were simple and inexpensive. There were large blocks of 
good tillable land that could be brought under ditches along the river 
banks. I don’t think—I believe you gentlemen will agree—that that 
condition will ever be repeated again in the West. We wish there 
were more opportunities of that kind. 

So we can’t project that rapid growth on into the future. We do 
think that the ee, 30 years of that period is representative of what 
could occur in the future, so we have taken the last 30 years and 
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extended a smooth projection of that trend into the future. That 
is a statistical method of estimating what is going to happen in the 
future, but we think it is the best guide. 

Along that projection we have blocked out here between these verti- 
cal dashed lines, the period for pay-out for the Hells Canyon power 
investment. For purposes of study of this committee, I think that 
is the important period. That is the period that the investment is 
going to be returned, and it is the period during which we should 
know what the project is going to produce in the way of power 
revenues. We have estimated the power production on the basis 
of an average annual depletion of the river in Hells Canyon result- 
ing from irrigation of the mean acreage that was shown by that 
projection. That mean acreage is 3 million acres. 

Going back to the other chart over here, our problem then is to 
get this blue line adjusted for the increase from an average recorded 
acreage of about 2.5 million, to a level of 3 million acres. We have 
gone through all those computations. They involve reservoir oper- 
ations, computation of diversions and return flow, a rather compli- 
cated process that I will not attempt to explain to you here, but those 
computations have been carried down the stream progressively from 
the reservoirs, in the headwaters, through the diversions down to 
the Hells Canyon Dam site. 

Those monthly computations gave us the depleted flow in Hells 
Canyon. It has been plotted on the chart in a red line, to show you 
what that flow would have been if 3 million acres had been irrigated 
upstream instead of the 2.5 million acres that were actually irrigated 
and reflected in the record. During the 1928-48 period it would have 
averaged 10,840,000 acre-feet annually. 

You will note that the peaks have been reduced considerably. That 
is due to storage in irrigation reservoirs upstream. 

However, you will note over in the fall of the year that in quite 
a few of the years the red line is above the blue, indicating that as 
you irrigate more land upstream there is more return flow in the fall 
and winter. 

That red line is a plotting of the flow data that were used in all 
the power production computations for the Hells Canyon plant. The 
additional depletions from future irrigation were applied to the re- 
corded flows at all downstream plants clear to the Bonneville plant, 
to compute the power production at those plants. 

In order to give you an idea of what is ahead of us, in maintaining 
that rate of development, I would like to show you over here on 
the map what the development possibilities in the future are in the 
Snake River Basin. 

First, I would like to show you how much of the water resources of 
the basin is already being fully used for irrigation. Let’s look at 
the eastern half of the basin first. In that area there are about a 
million and a half acres irrigated from the main river and its tribu- 
taries down to Milner Dam. Milner Dam is here in the central por- 
tion of the basin. That in effect is the dividing line for irrigation 
development between the east and west half of the basin. At that 
point the fartherest downstream diversions occur for the big plot of 
and that is irrigated in this area. After Palisades Reservoir, which 
is now under construction, is completed, here near the Wyoming line, 
there will be little or no water spilled over Milner Dam during the dry 











oS Se "wo 


we 








HELLS CANYON DAM 425 


years. All of the flow of that stream will be regulated by the reser- 
voirs there, Palisades, Jackson Lake, American Falls, and applied on 
land that is already under ditch. Therefore, at least down that far, 
the river is put to use entirely and there are no further opportunities 
for developing new land in this reach from surface waters other than 
the minor development that will be brought about by Palisades. That 
is represented by a small block of yellow on the map near American 
Falls Reservoir, and the authorized North Side pumping division, 
both containing some 33,000 acres. 

Moving on downstream to the west side, or lower half of the 
basin—— 

Mr. Encie. Can you hurry along? You are running out of time. 

Mr. Curnton. I think I can finish in just a few minutes, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Moving on downstream, we can say the same thing for the Boise 
River. When the three reservoirs there, Anderson, Arrow Rock, and 
Lucky Peak, are in operation, that stream will be fully utilized on the 
presently irrigated lands in the Boise Valley. 

The same can be said of the Owyhee River. The Owyhee Reservoir 
fully controls that stream and puts it to use on the presently irrigated 
land. The same can be said to be the case on the Malheur River. We 
have run out of land in the Payette Valley, but there is surplus water 
in the Payette River that can be applied to new land. Where then, are 
opportunities for future development? They are these: On the Snake 
River plain, in this large, white area in the center of the map, here, 
there still remains a lot of good land that is suitable for irrigation if 
there was a water supply. There is a fairly extensive ground water 
supply under those lands. A considerable amount of that water has 
been developed by drilling wells, and some land is being brought in 
there now. 

That well drilling boom will continue for some time, and the recent 
estimates indicate that possibly 300,000 acres will be brought in on 
the plain by irrigation from wells. 

The only other remaining large blocks of land are shown by this 
yellow area on the map in the southwestern part of the basin on the 
lower portion of the Snake River plain between Boise and Bliss. 

Those lands lie on both sides of the Snake River. The Bureau of 
Reclamation has classified all of the land in the Mountain Home 
desert on the north side of the river and has found 350,000 acres of it 
irrigable. We have made plans for the first unit of that development, 
the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division, to serve it with 
surplus water from the Payette River, carrying it over through a 
tunnel and deliver it to some 192,000 acres of that tract. 

The only other possibility of irrigating the remainder is from the 
large flow in the Snake River at King Hill, that comes in below Milner 
Dam, from waste water from irrigation and from the large ground 
water outflow in Hagerman Valley. ‘There is an average flow there 
now of about 6 million acre-feet a year. 

That water can be applied to the lands out on the Bruneau desert 
on the south side of the river, and to the remaining 150,000 acres on 
the Mountain Home desert, but to apply that water requires construc- 
tion of about a 500-foot dam in the canyon near Bliss, Idaho. A 
200-foot pump lift will be required from that pool, or a total raise 
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of the water from the stream bed up to the highest canal of some 
700 feet. 

There is some question whether that dam can be built or not, and 
if our geologists and engineers finally conclude it can be built it is 
going to have a pretty drastic effect on the economy of that area. It 
would flood out all of the power generating facilities of the Idaho 
Power Co., in Hagerman Valley, and would flood out a lot of farm 
lands and the town of Hagerman in that area, but the only alternative, 
if we don’t build the dam, is a 700-foot pump lift. 

Under either the 700-foot lift plan, or building a high dam, it will 
take practically all of the flow out of the river during the middle of 
the summer at that point, and that will greatly reduce the production 
of the Idaho Power Co.’s plants below that site. 

The major ones there are the Bliss plant and the C. J. Strike plant. 
That is a quick run-down, gentlemen, of what is ahead of us down the 
road in the future. 

In conclusion, I would like to call your attention back to this curve, 
and take another look at the projected rate of irrigation development 
assumed in our studies. 

The ground water development on the Snake River plain is going 
to maintain that rate of growth for a while. By the time when we 
get over here to 1970 or 1975, we had better have some ditches out 
on the Mountain Home desert. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I would like to make a statement, very briefly. 

Mr. Enee. I was going to wind this thing up. We have taken 
up an hour. Mr. Stinson’s testimony relates to certain provisions of 
the bill, and it seems to me 

Mr. Carr. They have used 44 minutes on direct. 

Mr. Encie. You have finished, have you, Mr. Clinton? 

Mr. Curnton. I have one statement to file. 

Mr. D’Ewart raised a question at the session last Friday about the 
figures that were given in my written statement. I have discussed 
them with him and have clarified the point, and I have prepared a 
supplemental statement for the record. I would like to enter that 
here today. 

Mr. Eneix. Without objection, it will be admitted. 

(The information is as follows :) 





SUPPLEMENT TO STATEMENT ON WATER SUPPLY FOR HELLS CANYON DIVISION BY 
F., M. CLINTON, ASSISTANT REGIONAL Director, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


It should be understood that the recorded flows reflect the effect of the 
actual irrigation of lands upstream from the gage during each year in which 
the record was obtained. In other words, the water consumed on the lands 
actually irrigated upstream each year never reached the gaging station in 
Hells Canyon. Therefore, the average annual recorded flow of 11,830,000 acre- 
feet referred to on page 6 is the average residual flow in Hells Canyon after 
irrigating an average of 2,500,000 acres upstream during the period from 1928 
to 1948. In estimating the flows that would have occurred during that period 
if an average of 3,000,000 acres had been irrigated upstream, it was necessary 
to compute only the reductions in stream flow that would be caused by irrigating 
that portion of the 3,000,000 acres brought under ditch since the flow record 
was obtained. This computation resulted in the average annual depleted flow 
of 10,840,000 acre-feet referred to on page 6 and the depleted flows shown in 
second-feet by the dashed line on the attached graph. This depleted flow was 
used in all computations of power production by the Hells Canyon and down- 
stream plants. These computations show that the depleted flow is adequate to 
fill the reservoir during the spring and summer months and that the release of 
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that stored water together with the winter inflow is sufficient to operate the Hells 
Canyon plant at its full hydraulic capacity during every winter of the period 
of record when it was needed to maintain prime production by the power system. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I want to thank Mr. Clinton for coming to my office 
Saturday. I misinterpreted his figures on page 6 of his statement 
showing the annual flow at 12 million acre-feet. 

It seems that represents the complete depleted flow. I deducted 
from that certain acreage—2.5 acre-feet—giving another conclusion, 
and I wish to apologize for that. 

Mr. Encéir. Mr. Stinson is the counsel. His statement, as I observe 
it here, will take about 15 minutes, and relate to the legal function 
and effect of section 1, protection of water rights; section 2, power 
reserve for Idaho; section 3, financing irrigation projects, and so forth, 

Now, if you gentlemen would prefer we can question these gentle- 
men who have given strictly engineering and financial testimony, and 
postpone the discussion of the provisions of the bill. 

It is hardly intelligent to discuss provisions of the bill until you 
know what the bill does, or what the project is about, anyway. 

With that understanding, will you hold yourself in readiness? 
Perhaps some legal questions will come up, Mr. Stinson, and then 
we will direct questions to these other gentlemen on the technical 
aspects of the testimony. 

In deference to Mr. Budge’s primary interest as a member of the 
committee, the Chair will, without objection from his colleagues, 
recognize him for first questions. 

Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Bunce. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. Frankly, I can’t 
write these things down quite fast enough, so I am not going to ask 
too many questions. 

I would like to ask Mr. Ostrander some questions, however : 

Both you and Secretary Chapman stated that the 3 percent interest 
would be returned to the Treasury ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Ostrranper. That is correct. 

Mr. Buper. What happens to it after it gets into the Treasury ? 

Mr. Osrranper. As far as I am concerned, that is where it is, Mr. 
Budge. 

As I understand it, the reclamation law as interpreted by the 
Solicitor, doesn’t actually require payment of interest on the invest- 
ment, but requires as a minimum, that the power system of the project 
“arn revenues, over and above annual operation and maintenance 
vosts, equal to at least 3 percent of the capital power investment. 
That return must be earned throughout the life of the project. I 
realize that is a very difficult concept to master completely, but that 
is my understanding of it. 

Mr. Buper. Actually, isn’t this 3 percent interest where the irriga- 
tion is supposed to come from ? 

Mr. Osrranver. The 3 percent interest—to pay this project off with 
+ percent interest, Mr. Budge, requires a return of 3.89 percent a year. 
That is 30 percent more than the reclamation law requires during the 
basic 50 year payout period. It is this return, whether you call it 
interest or return, or what-have-you, that is applied to the repayment 
of the capital investment—power and irrigation or what-have-you. 

Mr. Buper. If we follow the Solicitor’s report it becomes a non- 
reimbursable item ; does it not / 
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Mr. Osrranper. Which? 

Mr. Buner. Your interest component. 

Mr. Ostranper. The interest component is revenue put back into 
the Treasury. It is not cost. 

Mr. Bunce. In effect, it is written off the same way your flood con- 
trol features are written off if you are going to credit the irrigation 
the way the Solicitor General’s opinion read. 

Mr. Osrranper. That is not quite my understanding of it, Mr. 
Budge. It would amount to this, as I understand it: If there are 
irrigation costs to be returned to the extent that you pay interest on 
the power investment, you might say that portion is written off, or is 
covered by the interest component; if there are further irrigation 
costs they have to be covered by further power revenues, other than the 
interest component. 

Mr. Buper. Did you compute any irrigation benefits in your re- 
payment costs? 

Mr. Osrranver. No, sir. 

Mr. Buner. In other words, there is no money allocated in here at 
all, then, for irrigation; is that right? 

Mr. Osrranper. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. Did you compute interest during the time it will take 
to construct this dam ? 

Mr. Osrranper. Not under the 3 percent concept. We have two 
approaches to this problem. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Budge, we have to operate under a hodgepodge 
of laws that result in different policies, and I would certainly be glad 
if Congress would straighten them out. Here is the situation: 

We are required by law to keep accounts in accordance with the 
Federal Power Commission system of accounts for electric utilities. 
We do that. 

Mr. Bunce. Let me ask you this; I think we can shorten this up: 

T noticed the Army engineers’ report showed the Government would 
be entitled to $30,780,000 interest during the time of construction of 
this dam. Now, you have not included that in your costs at all; have 
you? 

Mr. Osrranver. Yes, sir. Every project except the Hells Canyon 
and Scriver Creek, which are reclamation projects, on which we figure 
% percent rather than 2.5 percent interest, sir; on Army project and 
BPA, we include 2.5 percent interest, and include it during construe- 
tion, 

Mr. Buper. I am talking about Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Osrranver. Not on Hells Canyon, but we used 3 percent inter- 
est, which comes out actually more cost per year than the other way. 

Mr. Buper. I noticed that on page 10 of your statement you show 
an annual charge of $3,087,000 for 774,000 kilowatts of generating 
capacity. This is $4 a kilowatt. How, the Army engineers’ 308 
Report, which you have been quoting from here, shows that Hells 
Canyon power would cost $27.40 per kilowatt. 

How do you reconcile those figures? 

Mr. Ostrranper. I would have to see the details of the calculation 
in order to reconcile it. I want to say this: That in our computations 
we have looked at Hells Canyon as being integrated with all the rest 
of the system, and when you do that, you get tremendous benefits from 
the integration. 
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Mr. Bunce. But by your integration here, you come up with a figure 
of $4 a kilowatt for Hells Canyon Dam, and the Army engineers’ 
figures that Hells Canyon is the most expensive of all these dams on the 
river, and comes up with a figure of $27.40. I can’t see where there 
would be that much variance. 

Mr. Osrranper. I wonder if you didn’t misspeak when you refer to 
the $4 for Hells Canyon? That is the incremental costs of other 
projects that would have to be added to Hells Canyon. In my testi- 
mony I came up with $11.99 per kilowatt, for sale of Hells Canyon, on 
the Sema basis. 

Mr. Buper. I wish you would explain this to me: 

You start out here, talking 1 minute about an incremental basis, and 
you come up with a figure of 1,124,000 kilowatts of power at Hells 
Canyon a then you talk about an allocation basis, as 1,430,000 
kilowatts. 

What is the difference between the incremental and allocation basis ? 

Mr. Buper. That is discussed briefly in my written statement. I 
think can summarize. The incremental basis assumes that you have 
a system without Hells Canyon Dam in it, because Hells Canyon Dam 
is not authorized. That system costs so much. 

Now, you add Hells Canyon to the system. You get a new total 
system cost so you take the new system cost, subtract the old system 
cost without Hells Canyon, you get the incremental or additional costs 
which are assignable to Hells Canyon. That must include Hells 
Canyon costs plus any other costs you have to incur at other projects 
by virtue of adding Hells Canyon into the system. If you did add 
Hells Canyon you would have to have more generators at McNary, for 
example, and other dams, in order to take advantage of the Hells 
Canyon storage, so we add all increment to Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Buner. Is any of that figured in in your costs on this project, 
adding new generators at MeNary, and so forth? 

Mr. Osrranner. That is all figured in. You referred to page 10, 
which shows there will be 12 generators added at other dams, and 
the added costs are $3,087,000 per year, which I have brought down 
to date in my oral statement as being $3,222,000, I believe it was. 

Mr. Buper. What do you mean when you say “system prime 
capability?” . 

Mr. Ostranpver. That was as Dr. Dittmer explained, the capability 
of the entire system to deliver continuous power around the clock 
under critical water conditions. 

Mr. Buper. Is that energy ? 

Mr. Ostranper. That is energy. 

Mr. Buper. What do you—whether you figure it on an incremental 
or allocation basis, the same amount of water goes through Hells 
Canyon Dam; doesn’t it? 

Mr. Osrranper. That doesn’t change the hydrology. The alloca- 
tion is a statistical method which prorates benefits due to storage in 
the project in accordance with the amount of acre-feet at the proj- 
ect. It is a statistical procedure which I go through in my written 
statement, but which I would not advocate as the basis for appraising 
any project, particularly. 

Mr. Buper. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

21139—52—+ser. 20——28 
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Mr. Enate. There is one question that the Chair would like to ask: 

As the Chair understands this situation, there are two plans for 
the development of these water resources. One of them is by 
the Idaho Power Co., and the other is the plan now before the 
committee. 

These plans are not identical in their physical features, but they 
are inconsistent; that is, the Idaho Power Co. can’t build its system 
without preempting sites essential to the operation of the system 
contemplated by this legislation. 

Now, is that a correct analysis of the case? 

Mr. Osrranper. As I understand it, the Idaho Power Co., their 
dam, would be in the reservoir site of the large government Hells 
Canyon dam, so if the power company dams are built it would pre- 
clude the building of the government’s dam. 

Mr. Encie. In other words, the two plans are mutually incon- 
sistent. It is not a question of whether or not the river is to be 
developed. It is a question of which of two plans would be followed 
in developing the river; is that right? 

Mr. Ostranper. That is right; and the benefits from the two plans. 

Mr. Enete. What I want to know: has anybody here submitted a 
statement in which the benefits and detriments of the two plans are 
set up on a parallel basis so we can do a little addition on it, and 
find out what means what in each plan ? 

Is there any sort of compilation like that available? 

Mr. Osrranver. There was one chart presented. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. In this folder there is a two-page mimeographed 
statement that attempts to do that. 

Mr. ENGix. What prepared that ¢ 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The Bureau prepared it. 

Mr. Curnron. I think that was in my statement. 

Mr. Bow. I think this is the chart you are referring to. 

Mr. Osrranper. That is right. Mr. Dittmer introduced a chart 
which showed how much power you got from the Government’s plan 
versus how much power you got from the Idaho Power Co.’s plan 
and pointing out also that the Idaho Power plan provides for no 
flood control whereas the Government’s plan does. 

Mr. Enaue. Well, of céurse, the Government people ought to sum- 
marize their benefits, and compare them with what is available in the 
private power development, because what we are really talking about 
here is not a question or not the people out there don’t want this or 
prefer nothing. 

It is a comparison, it seems to me, of the two alternate schemes for 
the development of this natural resource, and it occurs to me that 
what the committee has to pass on is which one is best, or best calcu- 
lated to give the kinds of results that people out in that area want. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. Chairman, would you yield to me to ask several 
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I had the same thing in mind. 

Mr. Ener. Yes; I will yield, but if that isn’t in the record, I sug- 
gest to the Government witnesses that they carefully compile a 
parallel statement of every conceivable benefit, every conceivable cost, 
and we can look at them side by side. 

We are going to ask the power company or anybody who is in here 
in opposition to this project, to do the same thing. 

When we get through we hope to have this situation shaken down 
so we can tell which is what with reference to benefits. 

(The information requested follows.) 


COMPARISONS—HELLsS CANYON WITH OxBoWw AND VARIOUS PLANS FOR 
ULTIMATE DEVELOPMENT 


Any proposal which is to be considered seriously must be appraised not only 
in its own light, but also in terms of how well it fits into and becomes a useful 
part of the best development for ultimate full use of the Snake River resources. 

The following comparisons permit such an appraisal of the Hells Canyon 
(Federal) and Oxbow (Idaho Power Co.) Dams, which are the only tangible 
proposals for development of this section of the Snake River which are now 
before the public. 

The comparisons also show how each of these proposals relate to the ultimate 
possible development. 

The comparisons also permit the distractions of alleged “alternate proposals” 
which have been suggested, to be seen for what they are—simply poorer ways 
of utilizing the Snake River. 

To this end, two tables and a diagrammatic sketch are made a part of this 
exhibit. The summary table No. 1 and its detailed counterpart, No. 2, with 
explanatory notes, show data related to each of the proposals. In fact, it shows 
many more comparisons than are attempted to be covered in this brief statement, 
but the primary purpose is to make basic comparisons that will identify clearly 
the best over-all plan, and the elements which compose it. 

The sketch will be most useful for this purpose, for it permits a visual under- 
standing of each of the combinations of dams that is possible in the development 
of the middle Snake River water resources. 
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DIAGRAMATIC SKETCH 


































Ni HELLS 
Z Until @ solution to capeniens Active Storage in Hells Conyon Reservor 
ry aie — 1 3,860,000 ocre-teet Sart 
3) t worked out, Nex No matter ehat combination of Rapes 
Perce should not be reservoirs is used, the results " 66P00 Kw 
3 built will not De os good unless Sturgilt 
« is storoge copacity is = 
FS wtiliaed 2 
+ 
€ xen Mt Sneep ar) . 
gh Ferrers oeosoorowowcoceccscs Roepe 
o% Oxdow of we 
He eoomw tan Mertn 
tm wa te Kal 
a; Hal's Canyon tS a 
z Perce v Low "Mt Sheep 186,000 Kw Py iP oe$ tod 
« © 
*, ¥ Aer 
Q Tense! trom OPEV ed 
imon River et, a 
woe Ss 
“e 


er 
” COMPARISON OF 
Zo POSSIBLE PROPOSALS 
' TR i TOR 


(1) Hells Canyon con be built in conjunction with either Nez Perce Dom or 
Low Mt. Sheep Com 

(2) The High Mountain Sheep Dom spoils the practicability of both the 
Hells Canyon and Nez Perce sites 











oA (3) The 5 Run-of-River dams would usurp the Hells Canyon site ang 
destroy its 3,680,000 acre-feet of active storoge. See diagono! 
Hote, ana note in Hells Canyon Reservoir creo 





Loss of Potenticl Cost of 
2. PRIORITY OF PLANS Power ae Flood Control &@ = = Power per 
KW Copobility  AcreFt Other Benefits  KW-Yeor 
(!) Best ultimate pion... Helis Conyon plus Nez Perce _.._...._ ° ° ° $16.38 
(2) 2nd best pion ___ __ Helis Canyon pilus Low Mountain Sheep___ 300,000 2,600,000 $7,800,000 $17.13 
(3) 3rd pien ~~ High Mt Sheep plus 4 Run-of-River Doms _ _ 600,000 3,700,000 $8,800,000 $24.37 
Added Potentia} At Cost 
3. CONTRIBUTIONS OF: xw Capopility ‘hemtt, Omer Bensfite. _perkweveor 
(1) Hells Canyon clone... ~~. 1,100,000 3,900,000 $43,500,000 $15.62 
None None $19.97 min 


(2) 5 Run-of-River Doms alone. . .500,000 max. 
See tables for detoris 


4 CONCLUSIONS: That 

(1) Hells Conyon is on essential port of both of the two best pions. 

(2) Any one, or oll of the Run-of-River dams make full resource development 
impossible, ond at best, result in the loss of 600,000 KW of prime 
power and 3,700,000 Acre-feet of Storage. 

(3) No combination of down-stream storage with the Run-of-River doms 
is o8 effective os either bs thot utilizes the Helis Conyon site 
in short, if Helis Canyon storage copecity is wasted by construction of 
small doms, that loss will be permanent and cannot be recovered by 
any other combination of doms. 

(4) Hells Canyon requires !ese copita! investment than any other propose!, or 

b of proposcis that will produce equiveient results 
(see Table No !) 

(5) The power from Hells Canyon Dom is urgently needed, ond that dom can be 
completed more quickly than any offer of the large dams, such os 
the High Mountain Sheep or Nez Perce Doms. 

16) Helle Conyon is Therefore the most effective ond best nex) development. 

















oD 
oA 
> 
































“STIBMOTIY OOO‘OOTT SMOYS a[qey, “saMod oud 778M 
-O114 000‘FZT‘T PpB prnom uodUBD sey ‘714 ‘Bo papunos useq savy seundy ‘e[qui styy Ul Aqoduys 10g *sejou ArojwuR[dxea J0j ‘suos|vd 0g Jo [Ie}eq ‘Z ‘ON 81Gb) Gag—"ALON 
a “suufd ysaq 410q JO Juud [eIQUassa Ss] UOAUBO ST[eH 1 
Z eee - - - —————————— — — —— 7 . — — —_————— ee —_ - 7 - 
S sud 4saq 
fy 0483: OY JO 104719 JO Jd B eee 
< OU QB SUTBP JIATI-JO-uNY | ¢ ie 4 I (1) | ~““gueurdo[asep somosas [[Ny 10} suvtd jo Ayo 
O bl L2s | 16 2s SE ‘0Z$ eI LI$ 88 ‘OI 29 SIS ‘ oe eee ee svaA-}BMOTIY Jed JaMod jo soo fenuuy 
auoN 000 ‘009 ‘StS =| 000'009 ‘6FS | 000 ‘OOR‘ZE$ | OOO‘DOS ‘EHS [~~ TT ~-""MOTpBasdeI ‘MOTVATABU ‘[O1]U0D Poo, y :s}yeueq 42eqYIO 
000°00¢ 000 ‘006 ‘I 000 ‘002 ‘% 000 ‘008 *% 000 ‘OOT *T } “SIIBMO[Fy ee ae ae. ea en =o ~~gomod ewig 
4 Ayyunqyioddo | | 
e3810js skoijsep pus ‘auoN | 000'000'S | 000‘00T 9 | 000‘00L‘S 000 ‘006 ‘8 |: 499J-0198- ~~~ ~~~ eer: = Trae rnennnsans====="==-SGBTIBAB ASB10IS DATIOV 
ao} O1Z 04 GL SHOPIGA SINH 6&2 =| SW’ 099 | dN S19 OH 209 ee ee ee ee ee oe “Tr 8 deh a “oer e== “sau sray oNeupAR 
x 009 Sa1'T | 220 | S81'T z09 a. ee ee ee eee ee ee eee ee 
000 ‘000 ‘tet | 000‘000‘00E | 000000 'FZL | 000 ‘000 ‘LI16 000 ‘000 ‘926 | 000‘000‘9¢g ~~~ to ee ee ee ee ee eee eee =“ TBIOL, 
000 ‘000 ‘vets | 000°000‘008$ | 000‘000‘6IZ | O oe i yes OO A Rte a a a See Bie <1; 3. Rae aWALd 
0 0 000 ‘000 ‘SOS$ | 000 ‘000 "L16$ | 000 ‘000 ‘926$ 000 "000 ‘sees |" ..- 2S ee eae [Ruapeay 
| 4809 
| 
(9) (») (e) (2) mM | 
| 
J@ALI-JO daeyg wag we 
2 | 2 | 
+ -uns » snid uyeyUNo Ww - auo[e 
GUOTS 104 }1-JO-UTLI ¢ daayg urea Aor snd laoktn euro BOkUBO StIaH| 
“unOW 4s} pn wa | 
oa © oa; Se suostupdwoo fo hunmung—| “ON ATAVy, 


2A 









434 HELLS CANYON DAM 


COMPARISON—-HELLS CANYON AND OXBOW 


The first basic comparison is between the only specific proposals that are 
currently before the public for consideration, namely, Hells Canyon and Oxbow. 

The Idaho Power Co. has applied to the Federal Power Commission for a 
license to construct a small dam at the Oxbow site. That site is located within 
the reservoir area of the major Hells Canyon project. As may be seen from 
the graph, either Hells Canyon or Oxbow can be built, but not both. The basic 
question, of course, is which? 

A Federal Power Commission license, in effect, is nothing more than an option. 
There is absolutely no obligation attached to the license that would require the 
power company to build Oxbow. For the purpose of this comparison, however, 
it must be assumed that if the license were granted, the power company would 
build Oxbow. On the assumption that the power company would actually build 
Oxbow, the comparison is simple. 

The small Oxbow Dam, purely for power, would develop 106,000 kilowatts of 
prime power capability, less than one-tenth of the 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime 
power capability of Hells Canyon. Oxbow would provide no (zero) active 
storage capacity for flood control or navigation benefits downstream, as com- 
pared to 3,880,000 acre-feet of active storage capacity which would be provided 
by Hells Canyon. 


COMPARISON—-HELLS CANYON AND ALL FIVE RUN-OF-RIVER DAMS 


The witnesses in behalf of the power company position, and the power company 
officials in Idaho have talked about a five run-of-river plan of low dams in the 
Hells Canyon Reservoir site. The company has not applied for a Federal Power 
Commission permit for any of the other four dams, and under these circumstances 
has not indicated its immediate, or even its ultimate intention to put those dams 
under construction. For this comparison, however, we must presume again, 
as was done for Oxbow, that the company would actually build those dams. 

Assuming, therefore, both good faith, and a genuine intent to construct all 
five of the five run-of-river dams, it is possible to make further comparisons. 

The five run-of-river dams would occupy, physically, the same section of the 
river as Hells Canyon Reservoir, but they would not utilize it in the same manner, 
or to the same degree. 

Even if the power company were to build all five of the run-of-river dams, 
they would develop only 390,000 kilowatts of prime power on an isolated basis, 
or 530,000 kilowatts of prime power capability, if they were integrated into other 
utility power systems, and power purchased. Thus, on an isolated basis, they 
would develop only one-third of the prime power capability of Hells Canyon. 
And even if they were integrated with some other system and firming power was 
purchased they would develop less than one-half of the 1,124,000 kilowatts of 
prime power capability of Hells Canyon. 

And all five of those small dams would still produce no (zero) active storage 
“capacity for flood control and navigation, compared to the 3,880,000 acre-feet in 
Hells Canyon. 

What is even more important is the usurpation and permanent loss of that 
great Hells Canyon site if any one, or all, of those run-of-river dams is built 


COM PARISONS—POSSIBLE COMBINATIONS OF DAMS 


As may be seen on the sketch, various combinations of dams are possible to 
utilize the water resources. The objective is to find that combination which 
will best meet the ultimate needs, and will most nearly result in full develop- 
ment of the resources. Having ascertained that, it is easy to identify its parts. 
Only those dams which are elements in the best ultimate development should 
be undertaken now. 
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Controlling factors 

Even casual study of the sketch discloses that there are certain controlling 
physical factors in arranging the combinations of dams that can be built. 

(1) Hells Canyon Dam can be built in conjunction with either the Nez Perce 
or the Low Mountain Sheep Dams, but not with any of the run-of-river dams. 

(2) The High Mountain Sheep Dam spoils the practicability of both the Hells 
Canyon and Nez Perce sites. 

(3) The five run-of-river dams would usurp the Hells Canyon Reservoir site 
and permanently destroy the potential of its 3,880,000 acre-feet of active storage 
capacity. 

(4) Four run-of-river dams cgn be built in conjunction with the High Mountain 
Sheep Dam. 

Recognizing these physical relationships, comparison is made of the three 
best ultimate plans. For simplicity, references to “the table” are to summary 
table No. 1, but the same results will be obtained by the use of either table. 


Hells Canyon plus Nez Perce 

The sketch indicates clearly that the construction of Hells Canyon and Nez 
Perce develops most fully the potential water resources since all available head, 
all available storage and all available stream flows are fully utilized. Together 
they would develop 8.7 million acre-feet of storage, and produce 2.5 million kilo- 
watts of prime power capability as shown in the table. The table also reveals 
that no other combination of dams will produce as much storage, or as much 
power, or as much flood control, navigation and other benefits as Hells Can- 
yon plus Nez Perce. With equal clarity, it reveals that the annual cost of power 
per kilowatt-year is the cheapest of any full resource plan. The Hells Canyon 
plus Nez Perce combination is therefore the best plan for full resource develop- 
ment. 

Since Nez Perce would effectively block off the salmon run from the lower 
Snake River to the Salmon River, Nez Perce should not be built at this time, 
or until a solution to the salmon situation is found. The Hells Canyon dam 
portion of this plan can proceed, however. Hells Canyon is an essential part 
of this best plan. Also, Hells Canyon avoids the Salmon River fish problem. 

Since the Hells Canyon plus Nez Perce plan is the best, all comparisons of 
other plans are made to it. 


Hells Canyon plus Low Mountain Sheep 

This is the second best of the plans. It would develop 6.1 million acre-feet of 
storage and 2.2 million kilowatts of prime power capability, and develops the 
second largest amount of flood control and other benefits. 

The Low Mountain Sheep Dam is, in effect, the upper portion of the same 
reservoir that would be created by Nez Perce. The Low Mountain Sheep Dam 
would be built above the mouth of the Salmon River and therefore avoids most 
of the salmon fishery problem, and can receive flows diverted by gravity through 
a tunnel from the Salinon River, to supplement natural Snake River flows. 

Comparison of this plan with the best plan (Hells Canyon plus Nez Perce) 
indicates that this combination would produce 300,000 less kilowatts of prime 
power capability, and 2,600,000 acre-feet less storage capacity, $7.8 million less 
flood control and other benefits with 5-percent increase in annual cost of power 
per kilowatt-year. 

Hells Canyon is also an essential element of this next-best plan. 

High Mountain Sheep plus four run-of-river dams 

The sketch discloses also that it is possible to build a High Mountain Sheep 
Dam at approximately the same site as the Low Mountain Sheep Dam, and in 
addition, build the upper four of the five run-of-river dams. To improve the 
feasibility of this combination, studies have also been made of the possibility of 
diverting a portion of the flows of the Salmon River through a tunnel into the 
reservoir above the High Mountain Sheep Dam, thus augmenting power produc- 
tion at that dam. This is the third-best plan. 
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This plan would develop 5 million acre-feet of storage capacity and 1.9 
million kilowatts prime power capability. Compared to the best plan, it also 
represents a loss of potential of 600,000 kilowatts prime power capability, a loss 
of 3.7 million acre-feet of storage capacity, and a loss of $8.8 million of flood 
control and other benefits. 

Further, it would cost the United States an initial outlay of approximately 
$150 million more than Hells Canyon, and would require an expenditure of hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars by the private power company. 

This High Mountain Sheep plus four run-of-river dams plan has been the 
subject of recent investigations by the Corps of Engineers in a report prepared 
by the district engineer on March 14, 1952, and concurred in by the division 
engineer on March 18, 1952. That confirms the fact that the plan which includes 
Hells Canyon as a part of the basic development is the best and most economical 
method. The district engineer states in his recommendation: “It is the opinion 
of the district engineer that the findings of this report do not support any major 
revisions at the present time in the plan for development of the middle Snake 
and Salmon Rivers previously recommended in the report under review.” The 
Hells Canyon Dam was recommended in the previous report, and the current 
recommendation therefore continues and reaffirms the approval of that previous 
recommendation. 

If the High Mountain Sheep Dam is built, neither the Nez Perce nor the Hells 
Canyon Dams could be built or justified, and the loss of storage capacity in the 
Hells Canyon site would be a permanent loss, and nothing could ever be done 
to recover it. 

Incidentally, it is noteworthy that the High Mountain Sheep Dam, with a 
hydraulic height of 739 feet, would be a dam of completely unprecedented 
height. By way of comparison, Hoover (Boulder) Dam has a hydraulic height 
of 576 feet. It would take years to make the detailed plans for such a structure, 
and many more years to build it. 

Thus, this third-best plan, which includes run-of-river plants, does not compare 
with either of the best plans. 


ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS IN BEST PLANS FOR FULL RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 


Hells Canyon is an essential element in both of the two best plans for ultimate 
development. 

No one, or all, or any combination of the run-of-river dams is included in 
either of the two best plans for ultimate development. 

Brief tabulations are provided on the sketch showing the best plans, and com- 
paring the merits of Hells Canyon versus the run-of-river plants as parts of any 
ultimate plan. This is done to make the sketch a brief self-contained, yet 
reasonably comprehensive exhibit. 


OTHER PROPOSALS 
Kooskia Dam 

One of the witnesses, Mr. Holland Houston, described in his own terms a plan 
to develop Kooskia Dam on another river. There is no engineering report on 
any such dam as the one he described. Subsequent checking with the Corps of 

Ungineers has disclosed that in certain of his statements his implications were 
erroneous, 

The Kooskia Dam which was investigated by the Corps of Engineers was an 
entirely different structure, one that would produce only a fraction of the storage 
and a fraction of the prime power capability ascribed to it by Mr. Houston. 

The Kooskia Dam recommended by the Corps of. Engineers would produce, 
according to the Corps of Engineers figures, a total of about half a million kilo- 
watts of prime power capability taking into account both the power to be de- 
veloped at Kooskia Dam itself, and the power which could be developed at other 
downstream plants as a result of storage in Kooskia. The Kooskia Dam recom- 
mended by the Corps of Engineers as a part of the ultimate plan for this other 
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river has been studied and there are engineering reports on it. Hence, though the 
name is the same, the Kooskia Dam referred to by Mr. Houston is something else, 
something as yet undefined in the absence of engineering and economic reports 
concerning it. 

It is irrelevant in any event, for the question is not one of how best to develop 
other dams on other rivers. The question is—what is the best development of 
the Snake—that is, shall the Hells Canyon Reservoir site be utilized fully, or 
shall it be usurped for smaller dams with less power and no storage? 

This Kooskia suggestion is brought into this comparison only to show its 
irrelevancy, and to identify it as an influence which has the tendency of diverting 
attention from the valid comparisons that could and should be made. 


SUMMARY 
Priority of plans 
The best plan: Hells Canyon plus Nez Perce. 
Next best plan: Hells Canyon plus Low Mountain Sheep. 
Third plan: High Mountain Sheep plus four run-of-river dams. 


Conclusions and observations 

(1) It should be noted that Hells Canyon is an essential part of each of the 
two best plans. No plan that does not include Hells Canyon can be built that 
does not lose at least 600,000 kilowatts of prime power capability, 3,700,000 acre- 
feet of storage capacity and $8,800,000 of flood control and other benefits. 

(2) Any one, or all of the run-of-river dams make full resource development 
impossible, and result in loss of both power and storage, as well as loss of flood 
control and navigation benefits. 

(3) No combination of downstream storage with the run-of-river dams is as 
effective as either of the two combinations of dams that utilize the Hells Canyon 
site. In short, if the Hells Canyon storage capacity is wasted by construction 
of small dams, the loss will be permanent and cannot be recovered by any Other 
combination of dams. 

(4) Hells Canyon requires less capital investment than any other proposal, 
or combination of proposals, that will produce equivalent results. 

(5) The power from Hells Canyon Dam is urgently needed, and that dam 
can be completed more quickly than any other of the large dams, such as the 
High Mountain Sheep or Nez Perce Dams. 

(6) Hells Canyon is therefore the most effective, and the best next development. 
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TABLE No. 2.—Detail of comparisons 
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Mr. Encte. Now, I think Mr. Saylor asked me to yield first. 

Mr. Sartor. No. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Encte. Mr. Bow. 

Mr. Bow. Along the lines we are speaking of, Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to ask you several questions about that: 

Now, on this chart, it shows that under the Federal project there are 
688,000 kilowatts, and under the Hells Canyon private there are 
530,000 kilowatts. That is a difference of about 158,000 kilowatts; 
is that right? 

Mr. Osrranper. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Bow. I understand that the reason you people favor this high 
dam at Hells Canyon is the benefit that would be derived from the 
balance of the system down the river. Am I correct in that? 

Mr. Osrranver. That is correct, in that we favor it because of its 
over-all contribution to the system. 

Mr. Bow. It does contribute by water that would be held back and 
use of that water in the other systems down the river? I just want 
to make sure I am right on this. 

Mr. Osrranper. It contributes substantially to benefits of other 
plants in the system. 

Mr. Bow. The cost of the generation plants on this particular dam 
is $117 million, as I see it in your statement here, specific power 
facilities, powerhouse generators, and so forth. 

Mr. Osrranpver. I don’t place the figure. 

Mr. Bow. It is on page 6 of your statement: multipurpose joint 
facilities, dam, reservoir, camp shops, $238 million, and specific power 
facilities, powerhouse generators, $117 million. 

Would it be possible for the Idaho Power to complete its five-step 
dams and generate this power, and for a storage dam only without 
the specific power facilities which include the $117 million to be built 
on down the river? 

Mr. Ostranver. I don’t believe I follow that question. May I have 
it read? 

Mr. Enote. It would be simpler, I think, for the gentleman to 
restate it. 

Mr. Bow. The point I am making; could you build a storage dam 
at some other point on the river to store this water for the benefit of 
the balance of the project? 

Mr. Ener. What he is asking is this: Whether you can’t abandon 
the Hells Canyon site, let the private power company develop its five 
plants and store the water necessary to firm up and to increase the 
production of the plants lower down the river somewhere else. 

Isn’t that what you are talking about ? 

Mr. Bow. That is what I am talking about. 

Mr. Osrranpver. There are other storage sites, as I understand it, 
but they have different benefits. 

Mr. Bow. The real benefit you want is the storage of the water. 

Mr. Osrranper. That is only part of it; we want the whole benefit. 

Mr. Bow. If the Idaho Power built their dam, or built their gen- 
erating facility, you would then still have the benefit of the water 
on down the river; would you not, in a storage dam? 

Mr. Ostrranver. If there was another storage project that was 
equally feasible; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bow. Wouldn't that be much more economical than this project ? 
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Mr. Osrranpver. I couldn’t say about that. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. You have the Mountain Sheep site in mind which 
would be built, and not interfere with the power company’s develop- 
ment of their five dams? 

Mr. Bow. Yes; and would give storage of water without this large 
expenditure of $117 million in generating plants, and you would still 
have your generation of the Idaho Power. 

Mr. D’Ewanrrt. I think that question is very good. I think we ought 
to know whether the benefits that you want for your downstream 
power plants would not be provided by the Mountain Sheep project. 

Mr. Osrranver. I understand the Army has considered that, and 
have a report, and there is a witness here to testify. I am not qualified 
to answer questions on Mountain Sheep, sir. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. McClellan, could you tell me what a storage dam, 
approximately what a storage dam would cost without these power 
facilities? Built only for storage? 

Mr. McC ietian. You mean a dam about like Hells Canyon Dam? 

Mr. Bow. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. Without interfering with irrigation rights, too, which 
it wouldn’t do. 

Mr. McCuie.ian. Our estimate of the Hells Canyon Dam is about. 
$185 million. 

Mr. Bow. Would it be as expensive to build just a straight storage 
dam without building it with the consideration of putting in generat- 
ing facilities? 

Mr. McCtetxan. It could be built that way, but that would be very 
uneconomical, I would say. If you had a high dam you would nat- 
urally want to use waters released from that dam to generate power. 

Mr. Bow. That is all, Mr. Chairman, at this time. 

Mr. Enete. Mr. Morris, did you have any questions? 

Mr. Morris. On the point they were discussing just now, I want 
to see if I have this right: , 

I tried to summarize some of this testimony, and some other records 
mat ee been presented here. It will take me just a few moments, 

think. 

As I understand, these five run-of-the-river dams that we are talk- 
ing about, they would be small dams, and contemplate the following: 
The Bayshore Rapids, which would be generating power, 88,000 kilo- 
watts; is that correct ? 

Mr. Drrrmer. That is shown on the chart. 

Mr. Morris. The Sturghill Dam would generate 84,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Drrrmer. That is right. 

Mr. Morris. Brownlee, 66,000 kilowatts; and the Oxbow, 106,000; 
and Hells Canyon, 186,000; that is the Hells Canyon small dam pro- 
posed by the private power company ? 

Mr. Servi. That corresponds to the chart. 
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Mr. Morris. That would make a total of 530,000 kilowatts that 
would be produced by that kind of a program, whereas, you gentlemen 
claim that the Hells Canyon Dam alone would produce 1,124,000 
kilowatts. 

Mr. Dirrmer. I would rather say it would add that to the system. 

Mr. Morris. Would add that to the system ¢ 

Mr. Drrrmer. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Morris. One other question : 

As I understand it, the private power company now has an applica- 
tion before the Federal Power Commission for a license to construct 
this small run-of-the-river electric hydro power plant at the Oxbow 

lant ? 

Mr. Stinson. Yes; it has. 

Mr. Morris. Do they have any applications for these other run-of- 
the-river smal] dams? 

Mr. Stinson. Not tomy knowledge. The president of the company 
can answer for that. 

Mr. Morris. One other statement, and I shall conclude: 

In trying to summarize the statement by, I believe, Senator Morse 
in the other body; he submitted a statement, as I recall it, something 
like this: 

The bill provides for making power available to private interests, and on at 
least two occasions the Department of the Interior has offered to negotiate with 
the company to this end. 

Is that right ? 

Mr. Stinson. That is right. 

Mr. Morris (reading) : 

Its offers have not been accepted. Instead, a proposal has been made of a 
Federal dam at the Mountain Sheep site further downstream and then have the 
small, five run-of-the-river dams built by private interests. 

Is that correct? 

Mr. Stinson. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Morris. Is it the contention of the proponents that the building 
of this Hells Canyon Dam would produce more electricity than the 
system I have just mentioned as being proposed ? 

Mr. Stinson. Yes; indeed. 

Mr. Morris. I understand it is your contention, and it is so, that both 
oe ene and irrigation would be improved by this Hells Canyon 

am 

Mr. Srrnson. Hells Canyon does provide flood control downstream. 
Hells Canyon provides a means of assistance to upstream irrigation 
when and if the Congress authorizes irrigation dpveloaenait pursuant 


to section 4 of the bill before you. 

Mr. Morris. I yield. 

Mrs. Bosone. Mr. Chairman, I am wondering if we are going to 
hear Mr. Stinson. He has all the legal answers to this bill, and I 
think it is tremendously important. 
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Mr. Eneiz. We will hear him if we get time, but it is my impression 
that the first thing we ought to decide is whether or not we want this 
project at all or not, and then we get down to the question of 
draftsmanship. 

We are not to that point yet. 

Mrs. Bosonr. With the time in mind, Mr. Chairman, would you 
recall Mr. Stinson after that? I think you are right. 

Mr. Eneir. We are going to do the best we can. We are not going 
to take the whole spring listing to Hells Canyon if the chairman has 
anything to say about it. 

Now, Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I have a few questions. Over the week end I went 
over the energy studies and I have had a great difficulty in learning 
and discovering what some of the cost of different items of this project. 
are. If I aidan the over-all. development of the central and 
upper Snake Rivers it would cost $1,188,620,000. Can anybody tell 
me that ? 

Is that figure correct? I take that from the figure $784,620,000, as 
found on page 13 of Mr. Stinson’s report, and I add the cost of the 
project, $404 million, that is before us today. I get a total of $1,188,- 
620,000 for the over-all development of the central and upper Snake 
River. It seems to me we need the complete picture before us before 
we get into the detail too much. 

Now, is that somewhere near the right figure, or have I misinter- 
preted those figures I got out of these reports again ? 

Mr. Stinson. Congressman D’Ewart, the figure of $784,000,000 
which you read from page 33 of my formal statement is an estimate 
that is as accurate as we can make it now. That is an estimate of the 
cost of reclamation projects that are not now before this committee, 
not proposed. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is right; we are trying to get the over-all pic- 
ture for total cost of development of the central and upper Snake. 

Mr. Srinson. That is our estimate now, a very tentative one. To 
that, you would add properly cost of the initial phases under this bill. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is right. It would be somewhere around 
$1,180,000,000. 

Mr. Srtnson. I haven’t added that. I guess it would be over a 
billion. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I have here a breakdown as near as I can discover 
it of the Hells Canyon and Scriver Creek projects. The costs of these 
different features, the allocation of costs, somewhere near they will 
be returned is included, and I would like to submit it to your engineers, 
the correction of the figures I have, and completion of the rest of the 
figures, because it is impossible for me to get them all out of the state- 
ments that have been filed with this committee. 

Then I would like to make it a part of the record at this point after 
it is completed, and corrected. 

Mr. Srrxson. I am certain we can do that. We will be glad to. 

Mr. Eneir. Without objection, the document when completed will 
be made a part of the record in these proceedings. 
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(The information referred to by the chairman is as follows:) 


H. R. 57438—Cost data of features authorized 


| 
| Scriver Creek 
‘Hells Canyon, power de- 
velopment 





Preconstruction costs (investigations) ____-- fo .| 270, 1 $85, 000 
Reservoir and power installations, and associated costs. _- ’ a 55, 540, $34. 307, 400 
Other storage required in connection with preaees operation. aaa . | 1 $5, 911. 000 
EE EE Ee ea re $9, 200. 000 
a ae ss aeeenpriegs ipnieempeenesl mapaieoaie Fee ] None 
Distribution systems. j N } None 
Recreation (actual cost). . ......-- an dcacaiaetal , 000, $61, 600 
Fish and wildlife facilities ES eee se : Et: <a (3) $50, 000 
Navigation ‘ sai (4) (4) 
Flood control... - Ce hehe Sp re SS at Aes (4) (4) 
Total capital cost of works authorized by the bill. SED ead 5 $356,810,000 | $49, 614,000 
Power installation, kilowatts. _- | 900, 000 | 7, 500 
Annual O. and M. replacement, interest and amortization.__________- ..| © $17, 417, 000 | $1, 886, 100 
Total prime kilowatts which will be added to the powe r system . | 1, 124, 000 76, 200 
Cost per prime kilowatt- SAi« Same ~ aecek 7 $15.49 | $24. 75 
pe SERIES: ES ED EERS, CER  OOT SEE e Ce  eee aee | (8) (8) 
Cost allocations: | 
Navigation (share of joint costs) ________- | $4, 863. 000 | 0 
Flood control (share of joint costs) _- eS 6 ee icdienasensedl’ Le 0 
Power (share of joint costs) RE Fh, $313, 386, 000 $43, 591, 400 
Recreation (actual costs) -- ¥- $1, 000, 000 | $61, 600 
Fish and wildlife (actual costs) not to exce fie ae $5, 000, 000 | $50, 000 





1 Transfers from other funds already appropriated by the Congress. 

2 Cost of Hells Canyon share of the transmission grid cannot be exactly determined. 

3 Undetermined but not more than $5,000,000. 

4 No srecific costs. 

» Exclusive of costs of fish and wildlife facilities at Hells Canyon, authorized under Public Law 732, 79th 
Cong., and exclusive of Hells Canyon share of transmission system cost. 

* Including Hells Canyon share of costs at downstream dams for facilities that will be required to make 
full use of Hells Canyon storage. Capital costs of these generators are included in Army engineer's au- 
thorizations. 

’ Exclusive of costs of Hells Canyon share of transmission system 

* Annual revenues will be adjusted by varying, at 5-year intervals, the rates at which power is sold so as 
to return all power generation costs, plus transmission costs, with interest. 

NoTE.—In addition to the works the costs of which are tabulated above, Sec. 4 of the bill would permit 
the Congress to later add other divisions to the Snake River projects which might cost as much as $784,- 
620,000, on the basis of very preliminary estimates. 


Mr. D’Ewart. As an illustration of the difficulty of getting the 
correct figures, I would like to quote from page 169 of Document 475, 
and it reads as follows: 

For purposes of the financial studies, estimates of potential power output are 
required also at the time full installations are completed and, on the average, 
during the 50-year period thereafter. ; 

With the depleted stream flow prevailing at the assumed time the Hells Canyon 
plant comes into full production (1961), the prime power output would be 422,000 
kilowatts. Fifty years later, the additional stream flow depletion would reduce 
the prime power output to an estimated 386,000 kilowatts, and the average for 
the 50-year period is estimated at 404,000 kilowatts. Thus the Hells Canyon 
plant would supply an average of 3,359,000,000 kilowatt-hours of firm power 
annually during the 50-year period. 


Those figures, I think, are quite different from some that are pre- 
sented today. That is where this committee has trouble in analyzing 
your statement. 

Would you like to explain the differences in the figures that we 
continually run into that make it so difficult for committee members 


to come to an answer with this problem ¢ 
” 
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Mr. Stinson. Congressman D’Ewart, I will make a general state- 
ment. I shan’t try to reconcile figures. That is not my role here. 

We have in this case a Hells Canyon report of 1948. That is the 
document that became a part of volume 2 of House Document No. 473. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is what I just quoted from. 

Mr. Stinson. The analysis at that time was on a somewhat different 
basis than the subsequent analyses that have been made. The sub- 
sequent analyses are those reflected in the secretary’s report approved 
May 11, 195i. 

In order to get a correct picture as we see it of the figures, you 
must read the underlying document of 1948, together with the docu- 
ment of May 11, 1951. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Then I get more confused because the figures are 
different. 

Mr. Stinson. I know it is nna and I regret that situation 
but we are prepared to support the figures of May 11, 1951, and 
which are the figures of the kind presented here today. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We arrived at a quite different total cost figure be- 
cause if you multiply the 314 million kilowatt-hours by 2-mill 
revenues according to that rate the Government will receive $7 million, 
according to the financial tabulation. On pages 198 and 199 of 473, 
you arrive at a quite different decision. 

Mr. Cuiinton. Congressman D’Ewart, I won’t attempt to reconcile 
the figures but I want to give you one of the pertinent reasons why 
there was a difference between the figures used in House Document 
473 and the present report and that is that at that time there were 
fewer projects authorized downstream; the Dalles project and the 
John Day project were not authorized at that time so no benefits were 
figured on those. That was one of the reasons, but only one. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I gave that as an illustration of the difficulties even 
though you conscientiously read these reports. You still have diffi- 
culty in coming up with the answer. 

r. Curnton. That is understood. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. One more point I would like to make in regard to 
Mr. Clinton’s statement. In depleted stream flow, I am convinced, 
Mr. Clinton, in your statement, that there is an adequate flow for the 
winter months, but there would be times when these power plants 
would have to be at least partially closed down and it seems to me as 
I study your statement after you came over other day, that there is 
going to be a difficulty, sometime in the future, as regards to use of 
water between irrigation and power, not only with Hells Canyon but 
the need for power plants downstream outside of this State. 

They are going to come into this picture. I wonder, and I would 
like to have you comment on this: Isn’t the place to answer that ques- 
tion in the compact that was authorized by this committee the other 
day rather than writing it into the draft of the law? 

Mr. Cuirntron. That is one way to do it, Congressman D’Ewart, and 
I think the compact commissioners will go through the same process 
that I did in deciding what the future upstream uses will be, and 
what is reasonable, and they will arrive at a figure that may differ 
from the one I have presented here, somewhat, but they will have to 
arrive at some figure of what is going to be the upstream use in the 
Idaho and Oregon and Wyoming States. 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. I think that istrue. The point I want to make, there 
is going to be difficulty over use of water when you consider the amount 
Hells Canyon will use and the power plants downstream, and the 
future possibilities of irrigation in the Snake River. 

Mr. i swrvis. I do not see any such conflict myself, Congressman 
D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. You don’t see it ? 

Mr. Curnron. No. I do not. 

Mr. Stinson. May I speak just a moment on that point? I don’t 
intend to launch off on a 30-minute discussion of water rights as T 
am sure I could. I want to point out, however, that as we see it, there 
is no conflict and would be no conflict under this bill, for Hells Canyon 
in its operation, would be subordinated to all existing rights, and to 
a measurable amount of future rights. 

Mr. Buper. Let me ask you this question at this point : I would like 
you, or any of the other gentlemen, tell me this: If it is not true that 
this bill places a definite limitation upon the amount of water which 
the people in the State of Idaho can take from their river. 

Mr. Stinson. Congressman Budge, I do not think it does. TI think 
it places a limitation on the Federal agency in the operation of Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

Mr. Buper. I have a letter signed by you that I think makes the 
flat statement that I shall, if you want me to—— 

Mr. Stinson. I shall be glad to have you read that into the record, 
and I have 20 minutes here that I should like to talk on the same 
subject. 

Mr. Buper. Isn’t this true? You have said, or attempted to say, it 
is questionable whether you can do it under the United States Consti- 
tution, but this is what you have attempted to do: You have said the 
operation shall not conflict with present rights. 

Mr. Stinson. That is right. 

Mr. Buper. Then you have set up that it shall not conflict with 
those projects which are set forth in House Document 473. 

Mr. Stinson. No, Congressman Budge. We have not said that. 

Mr. Buner. Additional projects—you certainly have placed a limita- 
tion upon the water which the people of Idaho can take from their 
own river. 

Mr. Stinson. We have placed a limitation on the operation of 
Hells Canyon Dam. That limitation is measured in terms of an area. 
It is an area of new land totaling 1,113,000. It is an area of supple- 
mental lands requiring water, the extent of 1,233,000. Let me say, 
and say it very plainly, that so far as this water right question is con- 
cerned, it can be solved. There is a constitutional basis for solving it. 
We are prepared to solve it. Moreover, I want to point out to you 
that in connection with this very compact that is pending before the 
Congress now, it offers an excellent opportunity for the solution of this 
kind of problem. You can do it in this fashion—— 

Mr. Buper. That is where it should be solved, in the compact. 

Mr. Srrxson. It can be solved in the compact—I agree with you. 
It can be solved in this fashion. You can use a limitation which is 
still a limitation on the United States and not anybedy else: it is not a 
limitation on the State, not a limitation on an individual that claims 
through the State. 

21139—52—ser. 20-29 
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The United States but for this language could go into the State 
and file and claim all the water of that river. The United States 
does not believe it is good policy to do that. We have a long history 
of the water rights in this Nation. I happened to participate in 1944 
when we went before the Congress and wrote into every river and 
harbor bill and every flood-control bill a limitation. The limitation 
is constitutionally sound, it is the same kind of an approach that we 
have here, the same kind of an approach that the water user and the 
lawyers of the State of Idaho agreed with me would be suitable in 
this case, and I can document that. 

In this case you can solve the problem by using the limitation that is 
now in the bill and accompany that with a provision that as and when 
there is a compact, the limitations of the compact shall govern and 
it would be a very sensible and worthy solution to this problem. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I don’t want to go into your brief. I read it care- 
fully and have a lot of notes on it, but I do want to ask you when 
you come before this committee to tell us, Doesn’t this bill make a limi- 
tation on the State and doesn’t the 1944 Flood Control Act make a 
limitation on the Federal Government which is quite a different thing / 

Mr. Stinson. Congressman D’Ewart, I will discuss that with you. 
I rather think not. I think it is a limitation on the Federal agency. 
I will discuss it with you, Congressman Budge. I am sincere about 
this water problem. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Members of the committee, we have some other mem- 
bers who should testify this morning. Perhaps we can call Mr. Stin- 
son back. The chairman of the committee thought we could. He 
will be available. 

As to the other members to testify, I have marked “others,” Conrad 
L. Wirth, of the Park Service; Albert M. Day, Director, Fish and 
Wildlife Service; Gordon Fernald, of the Corps of Engineers; and 
Edward Carlson, of the Bureau of Mines. 

(Mr. Wirth’s and Mr. Day’s statements are as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY MR. Conrap L. WiRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPART- 
MENT OF THE INTERIOR, CONCERNING THE RECREATIONAL POTENTIALITIES OF THE 
HELLS CANYON PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Hells Canyon area on the 
Snake River is not new to the National Park Service. In fact, it has been pro- 
posed several times for national park or national monument status. 

The canyon area along this section of the river presents one of the finest 
geologic spectacles in the Nation, and it has high scenic qualities and recre- 
ational potentialities. I will not say that it rivals Grand Canyon National 
Park, for they are entirely different. Because of the canyon’s great commercial 
value for water storage purposes, I have not advocated its being included within 
the national park system. Nevertheless, the scenic and scientific values of 
Hells Canyon are of national significance and are deserving of suitable pro- 
tection under public ownership. 

The reservoir created by the Hells Canyon Dam will not blot out all of these 
rugged and primitive features. The scale of the whole country is so vast, 
the canyon so deep, that the size and depth of the reservoir will be minimized. 
In other words, there will still be outstanding scenery and a great geological 
story on a scale sufficient to constitute a national recreation attraction. 

The National Park Service, based on recreation use and tourist studies in 
parks and other recreational areas, estimates that the Hells Canyon Reservoir 
will enjoy annual recreational use amounting to at least 820,000 visitor-days. 
Most of these people will come to look at the “world’s highest dam,” but thou- 
sands will also plan to picnic, camp, or find nearby lodging from where they can 
boat, swim, fish or explore the rugged canyons. These needs and desires of 
people must be anticipated when a project of this magnitude is planned. 
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I think that most members of the committee are familiar with the working 
relationship between the Bureau of Reclamation and the National Park Service. 
So I'll be brief and say only that, since recreation of a kind is generally one 
of the values associated with multiple-purpose reservoir projects, the Park 
Service advises the Bureau concerning the recreational potentialities of specific 
reservoir proposals. When projects have been approved, the Service further 
advises the Bureau on such matters as the location of roads, camp sites, day- 
use areas, beaches, docks, and possible future cabin and lodge developments. 
In other words, whether or not all these developments are ever accomplished 
in a reservoir area, the basic facilities will have been so planned and located 
as to make the most of the area’s recreational opportunities. 

Development of most reservoir areas beyond bare basic essentials, such as 
access roads, is up to the States or local governments since they generally serve 
only local or regional use. In the case of the proposed Hells Canyon Reservoir, 
however, where both local and regional populations are sparse and where the 
dam, reservoir, and scenic and scientific values combine to give the area na- 
tional significance, I believe it is the duty of the Federal Government to provide 
some of these facilities. This was done at Lake Mead, which was created by 
Hoover Dam on the Colorado River. 

The National Park Service has recommended that primary developments to 
serve both local residents and vacationists be established at the dam and in 
four general locations on the 90-mile-long lake—the Steamboat Creek area, the 
headwaters, in the Power River, and at the Oxbow. The relative locations of 
these sites are shown on the map before you. 

Early development of facilities will be needed near the dam site to accommo- 
date the larger number of visitors who will be attracted there during the period 
of construction. Facilities can be limited, but it will be necessary to provide 
parking, rest rooms, and sooner or later a boat dock. Picnic and camping areas 
and a lodge or concession building also would be desirable. 

In the headwaters of the reservoir a day-use area should be provided to ac- 
commodate tourists using United States Highway No. 30. Facilities here shou'd 
include picnic, camping, and trailer areas with tables, fireplace, shelter, and 
sanitary facilities. ‘In addition, at least two sites should be provided between 
the two ends of the reservoir where local people can get down to the reservoir 
so they can picnic and launch their boats. 

When the reservoir is completed, factors and conditions should be favorable 
for the establishment of private developments at various points on the higher 
benches and in the forested areas on both rims of the canyon. The scenery 
and water recreation opportunities, the warm sunny deserts, and the cooler, 
forested rim country will offer varied and well-rounded recreation opportunities. 

The cost of-construction for the recreation facilities proposed at the dam, 
at four major development sites and at other points of water access has been 
estimated to be roughly $1,000,000. The work and the cost would, of course, 
be spread over several years. But I recommend that if the Congress sees fit 
to authorize the Hells Canyon Reservoir, it include in the authorization provi- 
sion for the intelligent planning and utilization of its great recreational resource, 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT M. Day, Dikecror, FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


In commenting upon the relationship of the Hells Canyon project to the fish 
and wildlife resources of the area, I must speak in rather general terms. This 
is because prior attention hus been given to the more serious problems of fish 
and wildlife preservation in connection with other dams further downstream 
in the Columbia Basin and it has not been possible, or, under the circumstances, 
necessary to devote the attention to the Hells Canyon project which would be 
necessary to provide a detailed program of action there, 

It is evident, however, that because of its location so far upstream on the 
Snake River its effect upon the salmon and the steelhead runs of fish will be 
much less than is the case with dams farther down the Snake and Columbia 
Rivers. The fishing interests have favored the early construction of Hells 
Canyon Dam in preference to other power installations such as those in the 
lower reaches of the Columbia River system for that reason. 

As was the case when Grand Coulee Dam was constructed, the height of 
Hells Canyon Dam is such that it will form a complete barrier to anadromous 
fishes and no passage devices are recommended. Instead, plans should in- 
clude facilities below the dam for trapping and artificially spawning and rear- 
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ing the relatively fewer salmon and steelhead trout that now go above Hells 
Canyon to spawn naturally. Provision should be made to transport some of 
the fish so reared to other suitable reaches of nearby tributaries. This plan 
has been tested and found practicable as a result of similar operations con- 
ducted over the past several years below the Grand Coulee Dam. Surveys 
made by this Service during the years 1947 through 1950 indicate that an 
annual average of some 25,000 salmon and steelhead spawn above the Hells 
Canyon Dam site, as compared to an average of 270,000 at the mouth of the 
Snake. 

Large numbers of fish use the Snake River downstream from Hells Canyon, 
and provision should be made by suitable engineering devices for the release 
of waters of suitable temperatures to insure that these runs may be maintained. 
Actual experience in the release of the cool waters from Shasta Reservoir 
indicate that such releases there have improved rather than damaged fish 
habitat. 

As to resident species of fish, the score of losses and benefits will probably 
remain about even with a chance of some benefits. The formation of large 
clear-water impoundments, providing more favorable conditions for certain 
species, will offset the loss of present habitat affected by the 93-mile long 
reservoir. The reservoir should be open for free use by fishermen, and with 
access roads and increased use of motor boats, it is anticipated that many 
thousands of days of additional recreational fishing will result. Serious con- 
sideration should be given at the proper time to the construction of a suitable 
hatchery for the propagation of resident fishes to meet the new demands that 
are bound to occur. 

Construction of the Hells Canyon development will change the picture on 
wildlife resources as well as fisheries. The bottom lands, stream banks, and 
river islands within the reservoir site now constitute good wildlife habitat, 
supporting small but locally important populations of pheasants, quails, beavers, 
and muskrats. Deer are common along the rims and slopes mainly above the 
proposed normal pool; a few are taken from the impounding area each year 
by hunters and many more are harvested in the higher adjacent country. At 
present there appears to be little opportunity for mitigdting the losses of 
river-bank habitat for big game, upland game, and fur animals, that will re- 
sult from inundation. 

On the other hand, waterfowl conditions may well be improved. Canada 
geese, in particular, nest along the Snake River. The river's islands are 
particularly valuable areas for waterfowl production, and such areas are 
greatly needed. Water-use developments, both public and private, have already 
eurtailed the extent of similar nesting areas along the Snake River. The 
unavoidable loss of waterfowl nesting habitat through the effects of the im- 
poundment can be offset by the reservation and management of upstream 
islands for increased wildlife production. The loss of nesting areas can be 
largely compensated by improvement of upstream islands and other suitable 
areas so that the Hells Canyon development can be made to provide additional 
benefits to waterfowl. Large numbers of birds are expected to rest on the 
impoundment headwaters. Good waterfowl hunting may be anticipated. 

Comments solicited from the Idaho Fish and Game Department, the Oregon 
State Game Commission, the Oregon Fish Commission, the Washington State 
Department of Game, and the Washington State Department of Fisheries indi- 
cate considerable unanimity of opinion with regard to the nature of project 
effects and the steps required to avoid losses and to improve the over-all fish 
and wildlife resources. Primarily because project investigations by these State 
agencies, as well as those of the Fish and Wildlife Service, have been quite 
limited, no mutually acceptable detailed account of project effects or remedial 
proposals can, or, in fact, need be advanced at present, for those details can be 
readily worked out at a later date. 

It can be reasonably expected that the fish and wildlife aspects of the project 
‘an be so planned, if the measures now contemplated are undertaken in con- 
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nection with the Hells Canyon development, that it could provide net benefits 
to fish and wildlife. Indirectly, too, early construction of the project may bene- 
fit the conservation interests ; production of this large block of power may relieve 
the pressure of demands which have tended to promote power development on 
the Columbia River at a rate so rapid that the associated fish and wildlife pro- 


gram has been unable to keep apace. 
In closing, it is of importance for me to emphasize that all aspects of the 


beneficial picture I have drawn will materialize only if the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, in cooperation with the appropriate State agencies, determine in more 
detail the needs for maintenance and improvement of the affected resources, 
and develop protective structures and operations. Our preliminary estimate 
of the cost of such works is only slightly more than 1 percent of the cost of 
the proposed project. 

Mr. Saytor. If the lady will yield, I would like to ask Mr. Clinton 
a few questions down here. 

Mrs. Bosone. I am informed Mr. Wirth has submitted his state- 
ment, but Gordon Fernald of the Corps of Engineers is here. I 
would think from his title here he would be a very important witness. 
I hope we can hear him. 

Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania be as brief as possible so 
we can hear Mr. Fernald? 

Mr. Sayvor. I will be as brief as possible, but it will be entirely on 
what we develop when I question Mr. Clinton. 

Mrs. Bosonr. You may proceed. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Clinton, I am very much interested in your figures 
or your statement to Mr. D’Ewart, attempting to explain the differ- 
ence between the figures which have been given here with regard to 
the power and the figures which appear in House Document 475. 
You said that that could be explained by the number of dams that 
have since 1948 been allocated downstream. 

What has happened to change the figures at the site? 

Mr. Curnton. Two things, Congressman. One was we had a smaller 
system then and we used an incremental analysis at that time, the 
same as we use now. We did not have the Libby Reservoir author- 
ized at that time. We did not have Priest Rapids Dam, and we did 
not have John Day or the Dalles Dam authorized at that time, so we 
had a system with different characteristics. 

We went through the same process at that time of running a coordi- 
nated operations study of that system, with and without Hells Can- 
yon, and we got the difference in production. 

Now several things happen when you change a system. One, it may 
change the critical period, from one year to another. That accounts 
for one of the differences, or another of the differences. The third is 
that in 1948 we had made a preliminary depletion study. 

We have since refined that study. A lot of work has been done on 
it. In fact, it became a subiect of great interest to the Columbia Basin 
Interagency Committee. They appointed a group of engineers made 
up of Federal and State engineers who studied depletion, went 
through all this process again and came up with a new set of figures. 
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We have now used those figures, which have the approval of not 
only the Bureau of Reclamation, but the several other agencies in the 
Columbia Basin Interagency Committee, including the State engi- 
neers, So we are using somewhat a different set of figures now than 
we were then; that is as far as depletion. We feel our estimates are 
more refined on depletion now than they were back in 1948. 

Mr. Sayror. Will you explain after that nice statement just how 
much more water is going to run through Snake River and Hells Can- 
yon in 1952 than you figured in 1948? 

Mr. Curnton. About the same water, Congressman. 

Mr. Sartor. Now you say you are going at get 688,000 kilowatts of 
nominal prime power and in 1948 you said that, in this report, that 
the operation of Hells Canyon for firm power at the site will yield 
only 404,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Curnron. Without referring to that report, I don’t feel very 
well qualified to answer that question, Congressman, because there 
was probably a qualification on that 404,000. I would rather 

Mr. Saruor. I certainly want somebody from the Bureau—they 
have put this document out covering the entire Columbia River 

Mr. Netson. May I make a comment ? 

Mr. Sartor. Surely. 

Mr. Netson. We are not proposing to run more water through. 
We are proposing to use the water we do run through to better 
advantage. ; 

We are using the same water to better advantage. 

I would like to give you an elemental example, if I may: We have 
right now in the Boise Valley two power plants. One of them is the 
Black Canyon plant, and we have had to operate that and we do 
operate it in such a way that we can generate power in the winter, but 
during the summer when we are irrigating we have to curtail our flow 
because we divert water to the Black Canyon irrigation district. 

That is on the Payette River. Now, on the Boise River we have a 
plant called Anderson Ranch Dam. Now there during the summer 
months we release water through that plant, which is caught below, 
in Arrow Rock, in an irrigation storage reservoir. 

So, during the period of storage, during the winter, we have to 
curtail that flow. 

Now, treating those two plants as isolated examples, here is one that 
produces in the summer; here is one that produces in the winter. We 
have sold that power to the Idaho Power Co. over here at Black 
Canyon in the past purely as dump power. In fact, there was a time 
that all we got for that was the salary of the operator to run that plant 
and then we got a lump sum regardless of how many kilowatt hours we 
turned out, but when we brought Anderson Ranch into the system we 
took the summer run of one and laid it alongside the winter run of the 
other and raised the firm power output of both plants, and now have 
a contract with the Idaho Power Co. that recognizes that. 

Wouldn't you agree with me that that is the sound thing to do, to tie 
the two plants together and get more out of both? That is exactly 
what we propose to do with Hungry Horse. 
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The Hungry Horse Dam will produce 90,000 kilowatts as an iso- 
lated plant, but by shutting it down during the period of high flow 
on the Columbia River, and bringing power back and using Hungry 
Horse as a storage reservoir, I understand that Bonneville Power 
Administration has sold 180,000 kilowatts in western Montana already. 
Yet that plant could produce only 90,000 kilowatts by itself. Now 
the power is there, because somebody has contracted for it and will pay 
money for it. 

Mr. Dirrmer. That is reduced to 40,000 kilowatts during the sum- 
mertime flow which corresponds to the 66,000 kilowatts which would 
be the minimum production during the summer at Hells Canyon under 
our plan of operation. 

Mr. Sartor. These have been nice statements and a lot of high- 
sounding words but I haven’t had anybody yet tell me what they have 
done to change the words, and this I understood when the Bureau 
brought this up and gave it to us, in 1948, I understood this was : 
complete study of the Bureau for the Columbia River. This wasn’t 
any isolated instance of Hells Canyon. This was to integrate the 
entire Columbia Basin, and in 1948 you have one set of figures and in 
1952 they are completely different. 

Now you are trying to come along and say that you used Hells 
Canyon as an isolated instance. You didn’t use Hells Canyon as an 
isolated instance. You can picture every project that everybody has 
mentioned here. It is all in these volumes. Now, what I want to 
know is what has happened to the Bureau from 1948 to 1952 to change 
these figures. 

Let’s not try and fool anybody. Why did you put them in here? 
Who was the man that put these figures in in 1948? Let’s not come 
along and say we have approved something in the budget. We will 
stand by what we put out in 1952. Who put it out in 1948¢ Who 
from the Bureau can answer that question / 

Mrs. Bosonr. Mr. Clinton, did you rise to answer the question ? 

Mr. Curnton. I would be glad to supply an answer for the record, 
if you will give me the page reference, of that figure of 404,000 kilo- 
watts. 

Mr. Saynor. It is in the entire project. This happens to be on 
page 196, referred to in other places through here. 

Mr. Curnton. There were different figures used there for different 
studies and operating conditions. 

Mr. Saytor. This is the financial analysis. 

Mrs. Bosonr. I wonder if you two gentlemen can get together 
after the meeting and let’s have a statement in the record on that 
later. 

Mr. Bupver. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state that the gentle- 
man made a very honest and sincere effort to determine first the cost 
of this project and to determine second the manner in which the 
money is to be repaid to the Federal Government. I think that is one 
of the basic responsibilities of this committee and I am frank to admit 
that I can’t understand, this one instance it is on an increment basis, 
whatever that may be. 
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Pretty soon it is on an allocation basis. They come up with differ- 
ent amounts of kilowatts. The Secretary says one day the power will 
be sold at 2 mills, someone else says the next day it will be sold 
someplace between 3 and 314 mills. The man who is buying it says 
that they pay 3.6 mills for it now, and I think that the first thing 
that the Bureau should do in this instance, and I say this sincerely, 
Harold, is to give this committee a real breakdown of costs and re- 
payment, just exactly the way you gave it to us in House Document 473. 

Until that is done. I don’t see how the committee can honestly 
consider this project. 

Mr. Netson. I will say, Congressman Budge, that the committee 
is certainly entitled to that. We will do our very best to try to 
straighten this out. 

Mr. Buper. Your statement in House Document 473 is excellent. 
If we could have the same thing now, I know it would be of great 
value to the committee in considering this project. 

Mr. Saytor. I mean that sincerely, because here on page 12 of the 
statement by Mr. Ostrander, he says here on the incremental basis 
we will have data assignable to Hells Canyon share of system prime 
power capacity, 1,124,000 kilowatt-hours, comparable data on an al- 
location basis, share of system prime power capability, 1,430,500 kilo- 
watt-hour, equivalent salable firm power, under the increment basis, 
1.463.400 kilowatt-hours, under the allocation basis, 1,862,500 kilo- 
watt-hours. 

Mr. Netson. I will agree with you. 

Mrs. Bosone. You have heard the questions, Mr. Nelson. Will you 
supply the committee with the data and information ? 

Mr. Netson. We will do our very best. 

(The information requested by Congressmen Budge and Saylor is 
as follows:) 


COMPARISON OF PRIME PoWER CAPABILITY AND FINANCIAL ANALYSIS PRESENTED 
IN House DocuMENT 473 WIrH THOSE IN TESTIMONY ON H. R. 5743 


In response to the foregoing questions on power capability, costs, pay-out 
arrangements, and rates, there are explained below differences in these respects 
between the Hells Canyon report prepared in 1948 and presented in House 
Document 473 on the one hand and, on the other, in the report of the Commissioner 
of Reclamation of April 11, 1951, approved by the Secretary of the Interior on 
May 11, 1951, and in presentations to the subcommittee. It should be noted 
that the recommendations of House Document 473, Eighty-first Congress, were 
never put into effect by the Congress by reference to them in authorizing 
legislation. Accordingly, a revised submittal of only the Hells Canyon and 
initial features of the Mountain Home division of the Snake River project 
was made by the Secretary of the Interior to the Congress by letter of October 
8, 1951. That submittal included a draft of bill which has been introduced as 
H. R. 5743, and copies of the April 11, 1951, letter. Authorization is now being 
sought on the basis of the presentations contained in the Secretary’s October 
8 submittal, and as covered in more detail in testimony presented to the sub- 
committee, and not on the basis of the recommendations in House Document 473. 

The type of pay-out showing presented in the regional director's report and 
substantiating materials in House Document 473 is not applicable in detail to 
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current data, because the type of marketing arrangements concurrently proposed 
differ importantly from those used in that report for reasons discussed below. 
These marketing arrangements assumed in House Document 473, it should be 
noted, were rejected in the letter of transmittal from the Commissioner to the 
Secretary of June 9, 1948, which letter was approved by the Acting Secretary on 
the same date (printed at p. 113, H. Doc. 473, vol. 2). The Secretary confirmed 
that recommendation by his letter of July 20, 1949, to the President (p. 12, 
H. Doc. 473, vol. 1). The arrangements whereby pay-out was shown in House 
Document 473 are no longer applicable in view of changes in system assumptions 
and marketing arrangements, but a power repayment study in connection with 
current data is provided to give information of a similar nature. Although a 
separate report from the regional director was not prepared in connection with 
the report from the Commissioner to the Secretary of April 11, 1951, the same 
staff of the regional director which prepared the report in House Document 473 
developed the data for and participated in preparation of the Commissioner's 
April 11, 1951, report. 
1. PRIME POWER CAPABILITY 


In House Document 473, there are presented the prime power capabilities which 
the Hells Canyon development would have: (1) If operated on an isolated 
basis, independently from other Federal power plants in the Columbia River 
Basin, and (2) if added to and operated in coordination with the then authorized 
Columbia River system of Federal power plants as listed subsequently. Capabil- 
ities were computed on these two assumptions in order to show the advantages 
of system operation, and to develop the basis for the power marketing arrange- 
ments which were contemplated at that time. 

The capability figures placed before the committee in the course of these hear- 
ings relate only to coordinated operation, and as a part of a larger system. 
Capability on an isolated basis has not been used for reasons noted hereinafter. 

Under conditions now in prospect, the prime power capability of the develop- 
ment, when added to and coordinated with the Federal power system consisting 
of those projects shown on the attached list, is 1,124,000 kilowatts. The figure 
of 854,000 ‘kilowatts of system capability shown in House Document 473 was 
derived by a similar procedure. In each case, the total prime power capability 
of the system in prospect, was determined with and without Hells Canyon. The 
difference in the total production of the two systems represents the share of the 
system prime power capability assignable to Hells Canyon. This method of 
analysis is called the incremental method. 

There also has been established, under conditions now in prospect, a prime 
power capability of 1,480,500 kilowatts based on an allocation method. This 
allocation of a portion of the total system prime power to Hells Canyon has no 
counterpart in the report on the project presented in House Document 473. For 
this reason, and because a full explanation of the 1,430,500-kilowatt allocation 
in relation to the 1,124,000-kilowatt capability derived by the incremental method 
is presented in a written statement submitted with the testimony of Mr. William 
A. Dittmer, power manager, Bonneville Power Administration on March 31 (see 
p. 359 of hearings), subsequent discussion of capability under conditions now in 
prospect is limited to the 1,124,000 figure. 

Capability with isolated operation 

The average prime power capability of 404,000 kilowatts shown in House Docu- 
ment 473 represents the average amount of power over a 50-year period which it 
was then estimated could be produced continuously at the Hells Canyon power 
plant if the project were operated as an isolated plant. This figure was derived 
to demonstrate that such isolated operation would be far less advantageous than 
operation of the development as an integral part of the Columbia River power 
system and for use in connection with payout and split marketing arrangements 
then contemplated. The upstream depletions and the plant efficiency used in 
determining this isolated prime power capability are the same as those described 
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below in connection with the 854,000 system capability figure, but revised data 
for these factors of depletion and efficiency were used in determining the capa- 
bilities presented to the committee in the current hearings. 


Capability with coordinated operation : 

The difference in prime power capabilities, obtained by the same incremental 
method, shown in House Document 473 (854,000 kilowatts) and used before the 
committee (1,124,000 kilowatts) is explained by the different conditions in pros- 
pect as of 1948 and those in prospect as of the present. The conditions involved 
are (1) prospective flows at the Hells Canyon site, (2) the efficiency to be attained 
by turbines and generators in converting falling water into electrical energy, and 
(3) the system to which Hells Canyon would be added. 

With respect to prospective flows at the Hells Canyon site, two conditions 
served to increase the prime power capability over that presented in House 
Document 473. Studies of the effects of upstream irrigation and of return flows 
made for purposes of the report in House Document 473 were subsequently reex- 
amined and refined by a subcommittee of the Columbia Basin Interagency Com- 
mittee, including representatives of the States of the Pacific Northwest. This 
reexamination, particularly of the amount of return flows, indicated that diver- 
sions for new irrigated land would not reduce the prime power capability of 
Hells Canyon as much as had been assumed in the report in House Document 473. 
Secondly, the prospect for additional, new land development under Federal 
Reclamation law seemed relatively bright in 1947-48 when that report was being 
prepared, with the result that an average of more than 50 percent of the ultimate 
total depletion from irrigation in the basin above the damsite was assumed to 
prevail during the project pay-out period. Subsequently, taking into account 
failure to obtain authorization for any of a dozen projects recommended in 
connection with an amendment to H. R. 5472 during 1949 and 1950, that figure 
was reduced to about 35 percent in view of the less optimistic outlook for Federal! 
reclamation development. 

In connection with the efficiency of turbines and generators, an over-all plant 
efficiency of 80 percent was used in determining the capability presented in House 
Document 473. Further experience at Grand Coulee Dam and at other Federal 
power plants indicated that higher efficiencies were being obtained. The ef- 
ficiency accordingly was increased to 85 percent in determining the capability 
presented to the committee, with a resultant increase over the earlier capability. 

The change of greatest importance in accounting for the higher capability 
under conditions now in prospect, however, is the change in the system to which 
Hells Canyon would be added. The system of major plants existing, under 
construction, and authorized at the time the report in House Document 473 was 
prepared consisted of the nine following projects: Grand Coulee, Bonneville, 
Hungry Horse, Chief Joseph, McNary, Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Little 
Goose, Lower Granite. 

This is the system to which Hells Canyon was found to add 854,000 kilowatts. 

The system in prospect early in the payout period of Hells Canyon has subse- 
quently been increased by additional authorizations. Of particular importance 
was authorization of the John Day and The Dalles project. The latter two de- 
velopments are on the Columbia River below the mouth of Snake River. Hence, 
storage releases from Hells Canyon would directly increase their prime power 
output. Libby, Albeni Falls, and Priest Rapids also were authorized in the 
upper Columbia River as well as a number of lesser power developments in the 
Williamette River Basin. Counting small existing Federal plants in the Yakima 
and Snake River Basins, and a few small developments recommended for authori- 
zation in the Willamette and Snake River Basins, including the Scriver Creek 
power facilities, the system in prospect comprises a total of 38 projects before 
adding Hells Canyon (see accompanying tabulation). The capability of this 
system is increased far more by the addition of Hells Canyon than the smaller 
system of the report in House Document 473 which, notably, did not include the 
two major developments subsequently authorized on the Columbia below the 
mouth of Snake River (John Day and The Dalles) the prime power output of 
which will be substantially increased by storage releases from Hells Canyon. 

In combination, then, enlargement of the prospective system to which Hells 
Canyon will be added, increases in plant efficiency, based upon operating experi- 
ence, and a somewhat less adverse effect of upstream irrigation on stream flow 
indicated by further study and the less promising outlook for authorization of 
irrigation projects serve to increase the prime power capability assignable to 
Hells Canyon from the 854,000 kilowatts shown in House Document 473 to the 

* 1,124,000 kilowatts presented to and used before the committee. 
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Power plants of the Federal Columbia River system evisting, under construction, 
authorized, and recommended 


Installed | Usable stor- 
capacity age (thou- 
(thousands sands of 
| of kilowatts) acre-feet) 


Plant | Status 
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Chief Joseph ehaies an ret ges - , Saaera 
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MeNoery .- : ; q i ; 5 hea ; , | Ys0 
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Ice Harbor - } 

Little Goose .... : 

Lower Monumental 

Lower Granite 

Boise Diversion 

Black Canyon 

Minidoka f 

Anderson Ranch 

Palisades 

Upper Scriver 

Lower Scriver 

Garden Valley .._...._._- 

DE Weiien ddcasecnse 

Chandler 

Hills Creek 

Detroit 

Big Cliff Tiecednt A baktedsaetan danedidasiticwcolacouwss 

Lookout Point._....._. ‘ 

Dexter ; 
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White Bridge - : | 
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Explanation of symbols: E, existing; C, under construction; A, authorized; R, recommended. 
1 Flocd contro! storage only. 
8 Power facilities not authorized. 





II. FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 


Major differences in the financial treatment of Hells Canyon in House Docu- 
ment 473 and in current material provided to the committee center in the power- 
marketing and pay-out arrangements contemplated. The regional director’s 
report and substantiating materials for the Hells Canyon report in House Docu- 
ment 473 present dual marketing arrangements, the marketing of project power 
in the Snake River Basin being different from the marketing of project power 
in the lower Columbia River area. In the materials presented to the committee, 
on the other hand, a single marketing and rate arrangement is contemplated 
which will be uniform for all project power and uniform for the Pacific North- 
west. In connection with the dual arrangement set forth in the substantiating 
materials of the report in House Document 473, it should be noted that this 
arrangement was rejected in the report of the Commissioner of Reclamation 
dated June 9, 1948 (see p. 113, H. Doc. 473, vol. 2), transmitting the regional 
director's report and substantiating materials to the Secretary of the Interior, 
in view of the departmental decision to adopt a uniform marketing arrangement. 


Procedures in House Document 473 

The financial analysis in House Document 473 is based on the assumption 
that, of the total prime power added by Hells Canyon to the then authorized 
system (854,000 kilowatts), an amount equivalent to that which could be pro- 
duced at Hells Canyon if it were operated on an isolated basis (404,000 kilo- 
watts) would be marketed in the Snake River Basin, and that the balance of 
the prime power (450,000 kilowatts) would be marketed in the lower Columbia 
tiver area. For the latter, over half of which would have been produced at 
down-river plants benefited by storage releases from Hells Canyon, it was assumed 
that the project would be credited with an annual return of $6,939,130. The 
aggregate receipts from this source over the pay-out period were estimated 
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to be $368,521,930 from table 9. The balance of the gross revenues required 
for amortization, and for operation, maintenance, and replacements during 
the pay-out period ($734,916,332) was assigned for return from the salable firm 
power available from the 404,000 kilowatts of prime power capability as deter- 
mined by isolated operation. It was found that an average rate of 4.4 mills per 
kilowatt-hour when applied to the salable firm power associated with the 404,000 
kilowatts would return this part of the project cost. 


Current proposal 

The current proposal involves a single marketing and rate arrangement for 
all power added to the system by Hells Canyon. Irrespective of place of pro- 
duction, whether at the Hells Canyon plant or at benefited plants, and irrespec- 
tive of market area, the power would become a part of total system production 
and be marketed as a part of that total production at uniform rates adequate 
to return both the system generation and system transmission costs. 

As shown in the testimony by Mr. Ostrander, the annual generation costs for 
the 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime power added to the system by Hells Canyon 
would amount to $17,552,000, or approximately $15.62 per prime kilowatt. All 
costs associated with the generation of the entire share of the system’s nominal 
prime output of 1,124,000 kilowatts assignable to Hells Canyon are included in 
these figures. 

The annual generation costs, including amortization, are $14,330,000 for Hells 
Canyon and $3,222,000 for the generation at other plants assigned to Hells 
Canyon amounting to the afore-mentioned total of $17,552,000. 

The amount of the system prime power added by Hells Canyon was deter- 
mined for that condition of upstream river depletion reflecting the average 
acreage of new irrigation expected to be developed during the Hells Canyon 
pay-out period. Thus, it represents the average prime power during the pay-out 
period. Accordingly, annual revenues are estimated as being a constant amount 
after completion of the development period (9 years) rather than a gradually 
diminishing amount. As previously considered in House Document 473, no 
evaluation has been made for secondary and dump energy, relatively large 
amounts of which would be available during the early years of Hells Canyon 
operation. 

The financial requirement of $15.62 per prime kilowatt must be obtained 
from revenues returned by the rates at which power will be marketed. On the 
basis of past experience of system operation projected to include future con- 
ditions, the amount of salable firm power corresponding to a nominal prime of 
1,124,000 kilowatts is shown to be 1,463,400 kilowatts in the testimony pre- 
sented by Mr. Ostrander. Annual generation costs on this basis are $11.99 per 
kilowatt of firm salable power and represent the generation cost at the load 
center after considering transmission losses, variation among customers as to 
the time of occurrence of their maximum demands (diversity factor) and the 
ratio of the customers’ average use to maximum use (load factor). Trans- 
mission costs are, however, not included. 

Because the uniform marketing policy will entail a transmission system com- 
mon to all system power plants, specific transmission costs in that system charge- 
able to the 1,463,400 kilowatts of saluble firm power are not separable. The 
average annual cost of system transmission is currently forecast on the basis 
of the existing Federal system at about $8 to $8.50 per kilowatt of salable 
firm power. Although specific incremental costs would no doubt be somewhat 
less, if they could be determined, use of the above transmission costs would re- 
sult in a total of $20 to $20.50 per kilowatt of salable firm power. . 

Under a uniform rate for the entire area served by the interconnected Federal 
system, no separate rate is applicable to the power resulting from any specific 
project. The rates will be at levels sufficiently high to return not only the Hells 
Canyon costs but also the total system generation and transmission costs. The 
existing basic rate, which will continue to be adequate for such purposes for 
some time to come, is expressed as $17.50 per kilowatt-year of salable firm power. 
The Bonneville Power Administration has indicated that it may be necessary 
to adopt by the end of 1959 a somewhat higher rate. 
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The attached repayment study covering the Hells Canyon division shows the 
pay-out of this portion of the project within a 51-year period with a surplus of 
$2,856,200, and is summarized as follows: 

Financial requirements from operating revenues for repayment 

Set Se ia ae eee “= $871, 029, 220 
Revenue deductions for repayment period: 

Operation, maintenance, and overhead_____---~ $97, 281, 000 
Provision for replacement ; : 64, 602, 000 
—_——_—_———-__ 161, 883,, 000 
Net to apply on repayment of capital costs___-__----------. 717, 146, 220 
Construction cost —_--- LL ee 
Interest on construction cost during repayment 
| TESOL Ceres TF 
—————._ 714, 290, 020 


0 ESOS AR ae ee ee eae eee ean 2, 856, 200 


Also attached is a pay-out study covering the Scriver Creek power facilities 
of the Mountain Home Division showing pay-out in the fifty-fourth year with a 
surplus of $144,310. 
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466 HELLS CANYON DAM 


Mrs. Bosonr. We are all interested in the answer. I wonder now 
if the committee can hear from Gordon Fernald, Corps of Engineers, 
Division of Engineers’ Office, Portland, Oreg. ? 

Mr. Sartor. One question I would like to ask, and this I have 
worked on over the week end: There is not 1 cent that I can find in 
anybody’s statement from the Bureau in which they spend a nicke! 
for navigation; yet they charge somewhat over $4,000,000 to the bene 
fits of navigation. 

Mr. Netson. That is correct, Congressman; but there is a benetit 
from the release of water from Hells Canyon which was supplied to 
us by the Corps of Engineers on an annual basis, and we are entitled 
to ci ipitalize that benefit, and that is where the allocation of total cost 
to navigation came from, and that is customary procedure. It has 
been done on all of the projects of the Corps of Engineers on the river 
and has been saneeataia by the Congress in the past. 

As a matter of fact, we have an allocation for Coulee Dam of 
$1,000,000 for river regulation, and we didn’t spend a nickel on the 
river below Coulee Dam project. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Mr. Fernald? 


STATEMENT OF GORDON FERNALD, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, DIVISION 
ENGINEER’S OFFICE, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Fernatp. Madam Chairman, my name is Gordon H. Fernald. 
I am in charge of the Planning and “Water Control Branch of the 
North Pacific Division, Cor ps of. Engineers. 

The North Pacific Division has supervision over the activities of 


the Corps of Engineers in the Columbia River drainage basin and is 
concerned with the area in which the Hells Canyon project, which 
this committee is now considering, is located. I have a brief prepared 
statement which I would like to submit for the record. 

(The information is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GorDON H. FERNALD, CHIEF, PLANNING AND Water CoNTROL 
Brancn, Nortu PaciFic Division, PorTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Gordon H. Fernald. 
I am in charge of the Planning and Water Control Branch of the North Pacific 
Division Office of the Corps of Engineers in Portland, Oreg. The Columbia River 
Basin, including the middle Snake River and the area with which the bill before 
your committee (H. R. 5743) is concerned, is in the territory covered by the 
North Pacific Division. I am appearing today before your committee to testify 
on the need for additional reservoir storage in the Columbia River Basin and 
the relation of the Hells Canyon project to that need. 

The basic development of the water resources of the Columbia River Basin, 
supplementing those projects which had previously been constructed or author- 
ized, is contained in House Document 531, Eighty-first Congress, a report by the 
Corps of Engineers on the Columbia River and its tributaries authorized by 
various acts and resolutions of Congress. This report was coordinaced with 
the agencies of the Department of the Interior and other Federal agencies, as 
well as with the States and local interests. Major elements in the plan recom- 
mended in the report for construction by the Corps of Engineers were authorized 
by the Flood Centrol Act of 1950. 

The Hells Canyon project is considered to be an integral unit in the so-called 
main control plan and is essential to the provision of the necessary storage 
needed in the basin for the control of floods, the needs of navigation, the develop- 
ment of hydroelectric power, and full realization of the other benefits of water- 
resource development. 

The need for additional storage has heen well demonstrated. 
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The Columbia River and its tributaries have the greatest power potential of 
any river system in the United States because of the relatively large volume of 
annual runoff and large total fall of that runoff between its origin and sea level. 
The runoff is seasonal; consequently, a large amount of storage is necessary in 
order to make such power available throughout the year. The annual pattern 
of runoff for the Columbia River is characterized by a great outpouring of 
melting snows, causing high spring runoffs, which frequently are of flood magni- 
tude, and a long low-water season during the dry autumn continuing during the 
winter months of general freeze-up throughout its mountain areas. 

Extensive studies have been made by the Corps of Engineers with a view to 
control of these flood runoffs and to utilization of this water for the generation 
of much-needed hydroelectric power and for other uses. These studies resulted 
in the Columbia River review report, which I referred to previously, and the 
recommendations contained therein. The problem of obtaining adequate storage 
to control the waters of the Columbia River and its tributaries was one of the 
major problems confronting the Engineers in planning full utilization of this 
enormous resource. My remarks today are generally limited toward outlining 
the problems and solutions recommended in this connection. 

The average annual runoff of the Columbia River is in excess of 150,000,000 
acre-feet, which is exceeded in the United States only by the Ohio and lower 
Mississippi Rivers. For its complete regulation, a total storage of about 
500,000,000 acre-feet would be required. In its original state, as explored by 
Lewis and Clark, the Columbia River was susceptible of complete regulation 
by storage. Many very favorable dam and reservoir sites were available through- 
out the basin. Nearly all this enormous storage would have been provided at 
one time by one large dam at The Dalles creating an inland lake larger than 
Puget Sound. There were also many other sites capable of providing large 
storages which have since been eliminated from economic consideration due to 
developments that have occurred in the reservoir areas. Some of the largest 
of these, in addition to the Dalles site, were located at Wallula Gap, eliminated 
by the Hanford engineering works, Pasco, and other extensive developments ; 
Sadle Mountain, made impossible because of Wenatchee and its orchards; Sturgill 
Rapids, eliminated by Weiser and the surrounding irrigated areas; Arrow Lakes, 
in Canada; and Big Bend, at the northernmost bend of the Columbia River, also 
in Canada. Other favorable sites are at Grand Coulee on Columbia River; 
Boundary, Paradise, and Plateau on the Clark Fork; Bad Rock Canyon on the 
Flathead River; Nez Perce on the Snake River; and Kooskia on the Clearwater 
River, There were major objections to each of these, which were good for 
5,000,000 to 50,000,000 acre-feet each, except for the Grand Coulee site, which has 
now been developed. Against the favorable engineering and economic aspects of 
these projects and other project sites must be weighed the possible adverse 
effects on the fisheries resource, the use of water for irrigation, and the effect 
on settled farm communities and related developments in and adjacent to the 
reservoir areas. 

The most natural places for such large storages at low cost would be on the 
large natural lakes of the basin. There are many natural lakes which could 
readily have been developed for large storages at one time. Today, however, 
such excellent natural storage sites as Pend Oreille Lake, Flathead Lake, Priest 
Lake, Coeur d’Alene Lake, Okanogan Lake, Chelan Lake, and others have been 
developed to a limited extent and eliminated from further consideration by the 
strongly expressed will of the people and in some cases by State legislative action. 

Studies of the Corps of Engineers indicated the need of some 27,000,000 acre- 
feet of storage at critical locations to control the 1894 flood adequately, the 
maximum of record. Major spring or summer floods of the Columbia River 
inundate or seriously affect about 275,000 acres of valuable lands on the lower 
river constituting the metropolitan area of Portland and Vancouver, 13 other 
cities, many small towns, main and branch line railroads and highways, air 
terminals and communication facilities, fertile farm lands, and industrial de- 
velopments. In addition, over 300,000 acres of land are subject to flooding along 
the upper reaches of the river and along its major tributaries. The recent major 
flood of June 1948 flooded over 580,000 acres and caused direct damages in ex- 
cess of $100,000,000. The 1948 flood, the third largest of record on the lower 
river, reached a crest of 1,010,000 cnhbic feet per second at The Dalles. The 
flood of 1876 reached a crest estimated at 1,020,000 cubic feet per second at The 
Dalles while the 1894 flood had a crest of about 1,240,000 cubic feet per second 
at the same point. Recurrence today of a flood similar in magnitude to the 1894 
flood would cause damages estimated in excess of $200,000,000 in the lower river 
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area based on 1948 conditions of development. To this there would be added 
untold damages in the upper river areas. 

During the 90 years of record on Columbia River, there have been 46 floods 
exceeding 600,000 cubic feet per second, 24 exceeding 700,000 cubic feet per sec- 
ond, and 10 in the major flood classification of over 800,000 cubic feet per sec- 
ond, including the 1894, 1876, and 1948 floods referred to previously of over 1,000,- 
000 cubic feet per second. 

I have endeavored to point out the need for additional storage in the Colum- 
bia River Basin, including the middle Snake River, for adequate flood control, 
The same need exists for storage for purposes of navigation through low-flow 
regulation, for the development of hydroelectric power at the storage sites and 
at downstream plants by reregulation of flow, for irrigation, and for many oth- 
er purposes. 

The problem of the Corps of Engineers was primarily one of laying out a 
plan of water-resource development for the Columbia River that would include 
the storage needed for control of these purposes. Such a plan was developed 
which has been identified as the Main Control Plan. Development of this plan 
indicated the need for 27,000,000 acre-feet of storage at strategic locations to 
control the 1894 flood of 1,240,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles to 800,000 
cubic feet per second. Such storage will also produce some 12,000,000 kilowatts 
of firm power and materially assist in the development of navigation and ir- 
rigation by stream-flow regulation as well as assist in many other phases of wa- 
ter-resource use. Further flood-control storage which can be provided in later 
levels of development will permit further reduction in the major floods and more 
much-needed hydroelectric power. The storage projects of the Main Control 
Plan are as follows: 


Storage projects, Main Control Plan 


Storage 


Stream (acre-feet) 





Hungry Horse South fork Flat- 2, 980, 000 





ead. 

Glacier View or alternate _.| North fork Flat- | 3, 160, 000 
: | head. 

Libby : , ....| Kootenai River’. 4, 250,000 
Grand Coulee_._____- iz Pigs | Columbia River 5, 120, 000 
ata ARE Sa Se 5 Ae Sy EG Rs ARE fe ; 2, 100, 000 
John Day ob is, S455. abt Sa 2 eee eee) 2, 000, 000 
Hells Canyon wie Snake River- - - ---| 3, 280, 000 
Palisades ty eet Grane or tamee, «336 en iN hap, EERO 1, 200, 000 
Boise River projects Bas ct Alen! BR. Oe ee ...| Boise River-.--- 1, 000, 000 
Payette River projects. ____- | Payette River_.._-| 1, 900, 000 


26, 990, 000 





Grand Coulee Dam is completed, but only about 1,000,000 acre-feet are available 
for flood control until the outlet valves are revised. Hungry Horse Dam is 
under construction. Other major sites considered are: 


Storage 


Stream (acre-feet) 





Nez Perce ; : Snake River 

Kooskia . Clearwater. 

Elkberry North Fork Clearwater. 
"i nll alacant sess . Clark Fork 

Paradise ___- ? F 

Springston 
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These other major sites, however, involved conflicts with other interests, and 
their recommendation for early construction has been delayed. Additional stor- 
age will be required in the future in order to provide greater regulation of the 
runoff as the power needs continue to grow. Further storage will permit control 
of the maximum Columbia Basin floods to even a lower level than the 800,000 
cubie feet per second now considered essential. These other major sites will be 
reexamined as the occasion warrants, with a view to continuing and extending 
development of the water resources of the Columbia River Basin to higher levels. 

The problem of obtaining storage is illustrated graphically on the attached 
chart. You will note that the 500,000,000 acre-feet of storage, theoretically re- 
quired to fully control the runoff as I previously noted, could probably have 
been obtained quite easily about 1825. With the years, the ready and economic 
availability of obtaining storage has rapidly decreased. The phase C level of 
development, which has been shown about 1960, is the level we are now discussing. 
Phases D, E, and F represent future phases or levels of development which will 
be timed according to needs. 

It the benefits of the main-control plan are to be achieved, some 27,000,000 
acre-feet of storage must be obtained, and much more is desirable. Hells Canyon 
is an integral part of that storage and provides one-eighth of the total. Full 
cooperation of all agencies, both State and Federal, is necessary in order that 
the sites for such storage as remain available can be utilized for full use of the 
Columbia Basin water resources, 
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In the absence of time I would like to refrain from briefing that 
statement, if the chairman will permit, and make myself available 
for questions. 

Mrs. Bosonr. If there is no objection, you may proceed. 

Mr. Sayvor. First, I would like to ask the gentleman if he is 
familiar with the document referred to heretofore as House Document 
473, Columbia River. 

Mr. Frrnap. Yes, sir, that is the Bureau of Reclamation report 
on Columbia River. It was not prepared by the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Sartor. Did the Corps of Engineers in 1948 serve in its very 
sume function of supplying figures to the Department of the Interior 
and the Bureau of Reclamation for their use in flood control? 

Mr. Frernaup, Yes, sir; in 1947 we prepared certain figures for use 
in a letter report, prepared by the division engineer to the Chief of 
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Engineers. This report was of a preliminary nature and was not 
intended for submission to Congress, nor was it to support a project. 

Mrs. Bosone. Mr. Fernald, you said you could summarize your 
statement. 

Mr. Fernarp. Yes. 

Mrs. Bosonr. I thought you said you would summarize your state- 
ment ? 

Mr. Fernavp. I suggested that I not summarize it. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Not summarize it. Iam sorry. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I asked that question is that in the House 
Document 473, on page 195, referring to Hells Canyon project, among 
the nonreimbursible items are listed the two following: 

First, flood control, $6,072,200: under the bill and the reports that 
have been presented to us now, we have flood control, $37,561,000, 
and navigation, in the 1948 report, $7,693,200, and in the present re- 
port, navigation, $4,863,000. 

Now can you explain the difference in those two sets of figures? 

Mr. Fernap. No, not those particular figures, Congressman. The 
Corps of Engineers furnishes only the annual benefit. Those figures 
which you have are capitalized annual benefits, and result in a much 
larger figure. 

Now the figures for navigation benefits which I believe those are 
based on are $299,000 per year. 

Mr. Saytor. Which figures? Are you referring now to the ones in 
the report of 1952 or to the report of 1948? 

Mr. Fernacp. 1948 figures. Navigation benefits were figured at 
$299,000 per year. The flood-control benefits were figured at $236,000 


per year. I will break those figures down for you, if you like, sir. 
Mr. Sartor. No, sir. That is enough. Now do you have the fig- 
ures that you submitted upon which the figures in the 1952 report are 
based ? 
Mr. Fernavp. Those figures were derived as a result of a very 
pie wr report made by the Corps of Engineers, known as the 


308 Review Report, analysis of the entire Columbia Basin, and planned 
a comprehensive plan of development for the immediate future as well 
as laying out a framework for a program for the distant future. 

Mr. Sartor. When was this 308 review report filed ¢ 

Mr. Frrnavp. That is now being printed as House Document 531, 
Eighty-first Congress, second session. 

Mr. Buper. Will the gentleman yield to me for a question ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Fernald, isn’t it true that this 308 review report to 
which you referred shows that the cost of nominal prime power from 
Hells Canyon Dam would be $27.40? 

Mr. Fernap. I don’t have those figures before me, Congressman 
Budge. 

Mr. Buper. That is what it says, and the Bureau here this morning 
has come up with a figure of $11.90. Now don’t the two of you figure 
these things the same way ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. No, sir, we do not. The Corps of Engineers figures 
the cost of power by charging all costs directly and then allocating 
the additional costs of the project. 

Mr. Bupee. Which do you think is the correct figure, $27.40 or 
$11.90? 
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Mr. Fernavp. I don’t know, possibly that is a matter of procedural 
differences between the two departments. 

Mr. Bunce. It must cost so much to produce a kilowatt in any par- 
ticular dam. I don’t see your charge here is over twice what the 
Bureau's is. 

Mr. Fernanrp. If that is our figure it might be considered more con- 
servative. 

Mr. Bupeée. That is an understatement. 

Mr. Fernaup. There are as many ways of allocating costs and 
arriving at a final total cost as there are individuals to figure them. 

Mr. Buber. I want to ask you one more question. Then I will yield 
back to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Are you familiar with this chart? 

Mr. Fernavp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bupee. Was that prepared within your agency ? 

Mr. Fernavp. Yes, sir. That was prepared in my office for use on 
a task force of the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee for use 
in comparing certain projects. 

Mr. Bupcée. The document to which we refer is labeled “CBIAC, 
Task Force Study, Hells Canyon versus five low dams, North Pacific 
Division, August 28, 1951”; is that correct ? 

Mr. Fernavp. Yes, sir. That was a working sheet prepared in our 
office. 

Mr. Bunge. I yield back to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sayvor. Mr. Fernald, will you furnish this committee with a 
statement from your report 308 stating whether or not the price of 
producing a kilowatt of power according to that report is $27.40 4 

Mr. Fernarp. I will be glad to furnish a statement on the basis of 
data contained in the 308 report. 

Mr. Sayvor. That is correct, because Mr. Budge asked that question, 
saving that it was referred to in your 308 report. 

Mr. Fernavp. Yes, sir. 

(Information is as follows:) 

The figure of $27.40 per kilowatt is not contained in the Corps of Engineers’ 
S08 Review Report as a cost of power from the Hells Canyon project. The 
ficure may he obtained by dividing the estimated total annual charges for 
Hells Canyon of $16,532,000, contained in table IV-35 of the main report and 
elsewhere, by the figure of 602,000 kilowatts of nominal prime at-site capability 
for the Hells Canyon project in the phase C—2 power system, as contained in 
table III-7 of the same volume and elsewhere in the report. The result of this 
division would be $27.46 and would represent the cost per kilowatt of nominal 
prime at-site capability, if all costs of the project were charged to power. 

The figure of $11.90 of the Bonneville Power Administration has been pre- 
sented as the estimated annual cost of a kilowatt of salable firm power, applicable 
to the incremental power added to the phase C-—2 power system, less Glacier 
View, by addition of the Hells Canyon project as now conceived by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. The associated costs in this analysis include the annual charges 
on Hells Canyon power costs plus an allocated share of the cost of additional 
power installations made necessary at downstream plants to utilize the benefits 
of Hells Canyon regulation. The estimated $11.90 per kilowatt represents, there- 
fore, the estimated cost per kilowatt of incremental salable firm power obtain- 
able from the system specified through addition of the Hells Canyon project, 
assuming a 75 percent load factor, 7 percent transmission losses, and 1.05 
diversity factor. Transmission costs are not included in either figure. 

The figure of $27.46 per kilowatt and the figure of $11.90 involve different 
assumptions and are not comparable, as noted below: 

(1) The figure of $27.46 is based on prime power rather than salable firm 
power. At the 75 percent load factor assumed, this alone would reduce the 
figure of $27.46 to about $21. 
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(2) The figure of $27.46 is based on estimated costs of the Hells Canyon 
project recommended by the Corps of Engineers in the review report, which 
included a reregulating dam and powerhouse and contemplated a substantially 
larger initial power installation than the present project. The corps’ project 
also provided 600,000 acre-feet less usable storage over a longer critical period 
with slightly higher estimated depletions than are currently assumed. 

(3) The amount of power used in the computation of $27.46 was limited to 
at-site prime power, without taking into account any additienal power which 
would be obtained at downstream plants at a very nominal additional cost. 

(4) Total assumed costs were used with no deductions made for costs 
chargeable te flood control, navigation, or recreation. For this reason, the 
figure of $27.46 may not be considered realistic. 

In summary, the two figures are not comparable and can be reconciled only 
by analysis of the two derivations. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, then, in 1952 you say on the basis of the 308 
Report you have certain other allocations to navigation and flood 
control. Will you give us those? 

Mr. Fernaxp. Yes, sir. I will give you the comparative totals in 
our 308 Report of October 1948: For navigation benefits, reanalyzed, 
and they were $191,000 annually, as against $299,000 previously. 

The flood-control benefits were $1,459,800, as against $236,000. 

Mr. Sartor. Will you tell this committee why there is $110,000 
difference in the navigation benefits? In other words, why naviga- 
tion benefits are $110,000 lower and why flood control benefits are 
$1,222,200 more? 

Mr. Fernaxp. In the case of the navigation benefits, the 308 Report 
recognized a recommended plan involving, in the downstream area, 
the construction of The Dalles and John Day projects which would 
provide complete slack water from Bonneville through the McNary 
pool. Hence, in the computation of benefits from Hells Canyon, in 
that same report, we eliminated from our computation any benefits 
that would be realized in those stretches of river which were now 
to be made slack water by our recommended projects. That is the 
major difference. That eliminated $122,000, actually. 

There were other very minor changes, but that was the major 
difference. In the case of flood control, however, the situation is 
slightly different. The original figure of $236,000, which is in the 
Bureau report of April 1948, was prepared by the Corps of Engineers 
in May of 1947, as I said, as a preliminary figure for a letter report 
to the Chief of Engineers. That report was for the purpose of 
obtaining authority to make a more comprehensive study of the 
project. 

The report analyzed for flood control the use of Hells Canyon by it- 
self as the next project after Grand Coulee and Bonneville. It did 
not consider any system at all. 

You will realize also that the benefit figures were very inaccurate 
at that time because they had not been analyzed or appraised, I should 
say, for a considerable time. Shortly after that, in May and June 
of 1948, we had a record flood in the Columbia River Basin, and it 
was possible then to review the hydraulics of a major flood as well 
as appraise the damages of a major flood. 

At that time we found that our original figures, which had grown 
up through the years, were substantially low. 

The total benefits were in the main control plan—and I have dis- 
cussed the main control plan in the statement—the total benefits, which 
the main control plan recommended in our 308 Report would provide 
to the basin, are $16,191,000. 
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That total benefit is the result of reducing all floods, controlling the 
1894 flood to 800,000 cubic feet per second, controlling the 1948 flood 
to 700,000 cubic feet per second, and lesser floods controlled at 
comparable amounts. 

Of that $16 million credit to the main control plan, it was necessary 
then to allocate those benefits to levees, which were recommended at 
the time, and to other storage projects which were recommended at the 
time. In doing so, we considered not only the peak discharge which 
was controlled, but also the volume of floods that was controlled by 
these in the three major floods of record which we analyzed, 1894, 1933, 
and 1948. Assigning these benefits then to the levees and to the storage 
projects in the manner in which they contributed to this protection, 
there was creditable to the upstream storage projects only $6,300,000 
worth of benefits. 

Of that $6,800,000 which was creditable to upstream storage, a total 
of $1,431,000 was allocated to Hells Canyon. In addition to the 
figure of $1,431,000, there is an item of $28,800 annually which would 
result at Lewiston by virtue of controlled flows on the Snake River 
itself, the Lewiston-Clarkston area which would have a local benefit, 
making a total of $1,459,800, 

Mr. Sartor. Will you, Mr. Fernald, for the benefit of the commit- 
tee, give us a breakdown of the $6,000,000 the Army engineers have 
allocated to annual upstream storage control ? 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes, sir. 

(The information is as follows :) 

Distribution of the $6,302,000 downstream annual flood-control benefits credit- 


able to upstream storage dams of the main control plan was made in the Columbia 
River “308” Review Report as follows: 


Hungry Horse, Flathead River, Mont____~-- ae. S454, 000 
Glacier View, North Fork Flathead River, Mont 366, 000 
Libby, Kootenai River, Mont S82, 000 
Grand Coulee, Columbia River, Ww ash , 773, 000 
Palisades, Snake River, Idaho 239, 000 
Anderson Ranch 

Arrowrock Boise River System, Idaho 44, 100 
Lucky Peak 
Cascadia 
Garden Valley 


Payette River System, Idaho____________ po 113, 400 
Hells Canyon, Snake River, Idaho 1, 431, 000 


Total distributed to upstream storage 6,302,500 
Priest Rapids, Columbia River, Wash., (surcharge flood-control 
storage) 2, 763, 000 
John Day, Columbia River, Wash., (surcharge flood-control 
storage ) 2, 613, 000 
Lower ( ‘olumbi: i River levees and EROS eee ee 2, 819, 700 


Total lower Columbia River flood-control benefits__._.___--__- 14, 498, 200 
Upstream benefits allocated to upstream storage ’* 1, 693, 600 


Total flood-control benefits from main control plan 16, 191, 800 
4 Includes $28,800 allocated to Hells Canyon in addition to lower Columbia River benefits. 
Mr. Sayior. Tell me this: If the Hells Canyon project is built, 
do you have the estimated figure of how much it would have reduced 
the flood at the last large city, before the Columbia River flows into 
the ocean ? 
Mr. Fernavp. The last large city would be the Portland metropolitan 
area. The Hells Canyon project, as an individual project, would 
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contribute only a small amount, but as a unit of a system of storage 
projects, it would contribute a proportional share in relation to the 
volume of storage control. 

You mentioned the other day, I believe it was, Congressman Saylor, 
that the Hells Canyon project by itself would contribute or reduce 
the flood crest at Portland a matter of seven-tenths of a foot. That is 
the Hells Canyon project, added to the Bonneville and Grand Coulee 
projects, the Boise projects, as we have them today, and the Yakima 
project as we have it today. For the 1894 flood, Hells Canyon alone 
apn reduce the flood crest at Portland a matter of a little more than 
a Toot. 

However, with the main control plan of 27 million acre-feet of 
storage, Hells Canyon will have a usable storage for flood control of 
about 3,200,000 acre-feet. 

For the 1894 flood, only 2,600,000 acre-feet were used in the Hells 
Canyon project. For the 2,600,000, as a percentage of the twenty- 
million-odd acre-feet of the storage required to control the 1894 and 
lesser major floods of the Columbia River, we therefore apportion the 
benefit back to Hells Canyon and arrive at about a 20 percent of that 
total $6 million credited to Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Sayvor. Mr. Fernald, when you present your computation of 
$27.40, will you give a complete breakdown of what went into figur- 
ing those items ¢ 

fr. Fernavp. Yes, sir. I will be pleased to. 
(The information is as follows.) 


Derivation of the figure of $27.40 per kilowatt is contained in supplemental data 
inserted in the record on page 471. 
A breakdown of the annual navigation and flood-control benefits credited to the 


Hells Canyon project is as follows: 
NAVIGATION BENEFITS 


(1) Savings in transportation costs on Hells Canyon pool. Down- 
stream shipment from railhead to property along pool of sup- 
plies, equipment, and materials. Upstream shipment of ore, 
concentrates, limestone, etc., which is expected to develop with 
availability of low-cost transportation and power____-_-__-_-___ | $98, 000 


(2) Increased low water flows except in extreme periods between 
Hells Canyon and Lewiston. Prior to recommended improve- 
ment channel depths would be increased in the order of 0.5 foot 
at crest of some rapids, 1 foot at Lewiston, and 2 feet or more 
in natural pools above rapids to permit increased boat drafts. 
Releases from storage in Hells Canyon will reduce depth of 
dredging required to obtain 6-foot by 150-foot channel recom- 
mended in 30-mile reach above Lewiston__-__.._.-______-____ 75, 000 


(3) Storage releases from Hells Canyon and other reservoirs of main 
control plan will produce higher river stages during low-water 
season in open river stretch of Columbia River between Bonne- 
ville and vicinity St. Helens. Because of this, the cost of main- 
tenance dredging of the navigation channel would be reduced 
from a 10-year annual average of $160,000 to an estimated 
$60,000 annually. Hells Canyon was credited with a pro rata 
share of this $100,000 total benefit________--.--_______________ 16, 000 


Sy Se ee ee ee 189, 000 
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FLOOD-CONTROL BENEFITS 


(1) The allocated share of lower Columbia River benefits previ- 

ously discussed, based on peak reduction and flood volume 

stored during major floods_____-._-__----__------------__- $1, 431, 000 
(2) Reduction in flood heights in Lewiston-Clarkston area, Snake 

River, and reduction in cost of levee maintenance__________ 28, 800 


Total flood-control benefits 1, 459, 800 


Mrs. Bosone. Something has been said all through the hearing 
about alternate sites. I am informed the Corps of Engineers has 
recently been working on a report concerning the Mountain Sheep 
site, just downstream from the Hells Canyon site, and as a possible 
substitute for the Hells Canyon Dam. 

Have I been correctly advised on this? Will you please tell me 
the status of that report and also if you will, please, tell me the find- 
ings of that report, particularly in terms of their relative desirability ; 
that is, which combination of dams is best, next best, and third best; 
first Hells Canyon and the low dam at Mountain Sheep and the high 
dam at Mountain Sheep, together with the other four run-of-the-river 
power plants. 

Mr. Fernatp. Madam Chairman, the district engineer and the divi- 
sion engineer, field offices of the Corps of Engineers, have prepared 
a preliminary examination report in review of that feature of the 
Columbia River 308 Report pertinent to the Mountain Sheep site on 
Snake River. 

This report has been completed by the district and division offices 
and has not as yet been reviewed by the Chief of Engineers. Con- 
sequently these figures which I will give you from the report, are 
from the report of the field and not necessarily the final views of 
the Department. 

Pursuant to a resolution of the Senate Public Works Committee, 
we reviewed the proposal for development of the middle Snake River 
reach of the Columbia Basin, and reviewed our previous recommenda- 
tion which was to construct Hells Canyon and the Nez Percé in that 
area. The analysis was made on two bases. First of all, we analyzed 
it with reference to the immediate need, or as we call it, the phase 
C level of development. 

In that case we need certain flood control storage. Consequently 
we analyzed a dam on the Mountain Sheep site on Snake River which 
would provide 5 million acre-feet of usable storage, and would permit 
construction of the Ox Bow and upstream low head dams of the Idaho 
Power Co. 

That project then was analyzed with Hells Canyon, in our phase 
C level of development. We analyzed these two projects and found 
both of them economically justifiable, either project as economically 
justifiable. However, although we have less power out of Hells Can- 
yon and less storage out of Hells Canyon, we have greatly increased 
costs by this high, unprecedented Mountain Sheep project. 

I am afraid I will confuse you with these figures since these are 
Corps figures presenting different analyses of the projects. We have 
a total continuous power of 919,000 kilowatts, in the Hells Canyon 
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analysis, and 1,400,000 in the Mountain Sheep analysis. We have 
storage in Hells Canyon of 3,880,000 acre-feet, as against storage in 
Mountain Sheep of 5,000,000 acre-feet. The cost of Mountain Sheep 
project, which would be in excess of 750 feet in height, however, would 
be about 75 percent greater than the cost of Hells Canyon. 

As a consequence the economic analysis of the two—comparing the 
economic analysis of the two projects, we find that the Hells Canyon 
project is more favorable economically. 

Mr. Buper. Could I interrupt there for just a question? In arriv. 
ing at that conclusion, Mr. Fernald, when you say it is more eco- 
nomically feasible, are you taking into consideration the fact that 
under the Mountain Sheep project all of these kilowatts, 530,000 kilo- 
watts of power, can be developed which will be flooded out if Hells 
Canyon is built ? 

Mr. Fernatp. No, sir, we only considered the cost of the Mountain 
Sheep project, and consequently only the power from the Mountain 
Sheep project. 

Mr. Buper. As I get it then, you say that you will have less power 
and there would be less power and less storage at Hells Canyon than 
at Mountain Sheep / 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Buper. And if Mountain Sheep should be built, however, there 
would be in that river 530,000 kilowatts of power which would not be 
developed if Hells Canyon is built ?’ 

Mr. Fregnaup. Not quite that amount. In view of the fact our 
Mountain Sheep project would flood out the Hells Canyon site, you 
have to deduct the 186,000 kilowatts from the Hells Canyon damsite. 

Mr. Bunce. There would be in the river, then, 530,000 kilowatts, 
less 186,000 kilowatts 

Mr. Fernavp. That is correct, 344,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you. 

Mr. Fernavp. Our other analysis involved phase D level of develop- 
ment which is a later phase of development, and one which we consider 
is necessary in order to thoroughly analyze the project through its 
entire life. ‘ 

In phase D level of development we analyzed the Hells Canyon- 
Nez Perce combination recommended in the 308 report; we analyzed 
a Hells Canyon and low Mountain Sheep combination, which was 
considered in the 308 report in the event Nez Perce could not be con- 
structed and we analyzed briefly also the Mountain Sheep project, 
which would eliminate the Hells Canyon and Nez Perce projects both, 
in combination with the four low dams of the Idaho Power Co. 

In this case we find that the total power that would be generated in 
phase D, the prime power added to the system in phase D from the 
Hells Canyon-Nez Perce plan would be 1,970,000 kilowatts, as com- 

vared to the second plan of the low Mountain Sheep-Hells Canyon of 
1.670.000 kilowatts, and in the high Mountain Sheep plan of 1,570,000 
kilowatts. 

Those are comparable developments, gentlemen, and they include 
additional development on the Salmon River as well; by virtue of 
Hells Canyon-Nez Perce combination it would appear that we could 
add to the system in the phase D level of development about 400,000 
kilowatts more power in the ultimate than we would be able to 
through the alternate procedure of constructing the high Mountain 
Sheep project. 
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Mr. Bupee. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Fernald, at that point when we get 
to this phase D which I have been trying to discuss all morning and 
haven’t gotten around to it, how much power will be generated at 
Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Frernavp. At Hells Canyon site, at the site itself? 

Mr. Buper. At the site itself. 

Mr. Fernavp. At the site itself we have a figure of 471,000 kilowatts, 
prime power. 

Mr. Bupeée. When do we get to phase D? 

Mr. Fernavp. That is dependent upon the will of Congress es- 
sentially. 

Mr. Buper. Under your planning when do you hope to be at phase 
D? In early 1960's, isn’t it? 

Mr. Fernatp. I am afraid the phase D level of development will be 
much later than that, probably over around 1970 or 1975. 

Mr. Buveée. It would still be well within the pay-out of this project? 

Mr. Fernarp. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. In fact, the pay-out period would only have started by 
10 or 15 years at the outside ¢ 

Mr. Fernatp. If completed in 1957, you would have 20 years. 

Mr. Buper. Under phase D you say 471,000 kilowatts of power 
would be all that would be produced at Hells Canyon, even though 
the generators to be installed are half again that size; is that correct ? 

Mr. Fernatp. That is the prime power, average continuous power 
added to the system. At certain times of the year Hells Canyon 
would contribute its load up to the capacity of its generators. Other 
times during the summer during the storage period it would contribute 
a negligible amount, the load being carried by other plants in the 
system. 

Mr. Buper. On a pay-off basis which figures should we use in de- 
termining how the Government, how much money is going through 
somebody’s meters so the Government gets the money back? I wish 
you would use this figure of 471,000 kilowatts as production at that 
site. 

Mr. FerNavp. That is only the at-site estimate. 

Mr. Buver. That is all that will go through anyone’s meters, any- 
thing that can be marketed. That is all the energy anyone is going 
to pay for, is the figure of 471,000 kilowatts? 

Mr. Fernavtp. Purely from Hells Canyon generation, yes, sir; the 
matter of allocation of cost and pay-out are outside the scope of the 
Corps of Engineers. 

Mrs. Boson#. Going back to my original question, would you say 
the Hells Canyon Dam would be an essential part of each of the two 
best plans that you described ? 

Mr. Frernaup. Hells Canyon Dam is a part of each of the first two 
plans which I outlined. The third plan, it is eliminated by the high 
Mountain Sheep project. The economics of the first two plans are 
superior to the economics of the third plan. 

However, the third plan in itself is also economically justifiable. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Hells Canyon is an essential part of those two 

Mr. Fernaup. Hells Canyon is an essential part of the first two 
plans, that is correct. In view of that, the district and division engi- 
neers find that this report does not support any major revisions at the 
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present time in the plan for development of the middle Snake previ- 
ously recommended in the 308 review report. 

I am reading from the recommendations of the report : 

In the event, however, that this plan cannot be constituted as part of a com- 
prehensive plan of regional development, it is recommended that additional 
investigations and a report of survey scope be authorized to present more defi- 
nitely a plan for alternative development with a view to developing at an early 
date the valuable water resources of this section of the Columbia-Snake Basin 
in the best interests of the region and the Nation as a whole. 


Mrs. Boson. It is 12: 30. 

Mr. Sartor. May I make one comment at this point, Madam 
Chairman ? 

Mrs. Bosong. You may. 

Mr. Saytor. I would like to commend Mr. Fernald for his forth- 
right testimony and statement here before the committee. 

Mr. Fernavp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Siyior. He gave us the figures that we have been asking for. 
He has told us that the Army engineers put out both of them. He 
was able to tell the reasons why. I would like to call the attention of 
the Department of Interior, if some of them wonder why some of us 
favor the Army engineers more than the Department of Interior. 

The testimony of Mr. Fernald this morning should be a striking 
lesson to them as to why. There has been no attempt to evade, no 
attempt to pass the buck and say that there have been other things 
enter into it. He told why one report was given in 1948 and why 
there is a completely different set of figures in 1952. 

I sincerely believe that the Department of Interior should take a 
lesson from it and find out why they gave the figures in 1948 and 
why we have a new set of figures in 1952. 

Mrs. Bosone. Of course, the gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
merely stating his own opinion. 

Mr. Sartor. My own opinion, no doubt about it. 

Mr. Fernaxp. I thank the gentlemen. 

Mrs. Bosonr. I take it, the gentlemen of the committee, that we 
may recall Mr. Stinson, who drew the bill, as I understand it, and 
he is here in Washington. And we didn’t get to Edwin Carlson, 
Metals Division, Bureau of Mines. 

I think we sheuld defer his testimony. Since I was not here the 
first day, I don’t know what motion you passed relative to time, 
except I have heard that we had just the 3 days’ hearing for the 


a earn 
r. Carlson, do you have a written statement ? 

Mr. Cartson. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Bosone. If the remaining members of the committee could re- 
main a few minutes, couldn’t you make a summary of that statement? 

Mr. Cartson. I would like to make a very brief statement. 

Mrs. Bosone. If there is no objection, we will remain to hear you. 
We haven’t had any bells from the House. 

Mr. Bungee. Is he the last witness, Madam Chairman? 

Mrs. Bosone. Yes, he is. 
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STATEMENT OF EDWIN CARLSON, MINERAL DIVISION, BUREAU 
OF MINES, MOUNT WEATHER, VA. 


Mr. Cartson. Madam Chairman, members of the committee, my 
name is Edwin J. Carlson. As delegate of the Director, Bureau of 
Mines, United States Department of Interior, I would like to ask 
permission to read a brief summary of a comprehensive document 
previously submitted on the effect of Hells Canyon Dam on the mineral 
industry situated on the Columbia River Basin. 

The flooding of 93 miles of the Snake River Valley by Hells Can- 
yon Dam would not destroy any appreciable quantity of known min- 
eral wealth. The dam would make aveliaiile water transportation 
and electrical power for the mining properties adjacent to and above 
the reservoir flow line. 

The mineral industry in the Columbia River Basin would benefit 
greatly from additional large source of low-cost power, establish- 
ment of a new mining and allied industries would inevitably result, 
involving phosphate, cobalt, monazite, titanium, and nickel. Further 
expansion would be encouraged in aluminum, magnesium, steel, silica 
carbide, ferro-tungsten, and manganese metal industries, which ex- 
pansion is directly dependent on a greater power output than is now 
produced in the region. 

Hells Canyon Dam would materially alleviate the power short- 
age of the mineral industries that prevail in the Columbia River 
Basin. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY EpWIN CARLSON, BUREAU OF MINES, FOR HEARINGS ON H. R. 5743 


SUMMARY OF THE EFFECT OF THE HELLS CANYON DAM ON THE MINERAL INDUSTRIES 
SITUATED ON THE COLU MBIA RIVER BASIN 


Introduction and Summary 

The Columbia River and its many tributaries represent one-third of the Nation's 
hydroelectric potential. Only a small part of this potential has been developed 
by dams constructed on the river system by private industry, the Corps of Engi- 
neers, and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The mineral industry has expanded with the increase of electrical power which 
has been readily made available to those who mine, concentrate, and refine the 
metals and minerals in this northwest corner of the United States. Private 
power organizations were able, for many years, to take care of the needs of the 
mineral industry. A strategic demand for additional power for the mineral 
industry became apparent during World War II, and this was most noticeable 
in the production of vitally needed aluminum. The dams and power plants 
tuilt under Government supervision were a great help to alleviate the lack 
- ee power capacity and resulted in an expanded metal and mineral pro- 
auction, 

In addition to the aluminum production, there are now in operation new 
plants for the production of essentially needed materials such as magnesium 
metal; iron and steel; abrasives such as silicon carbide; elemental phosphorus 
and superphosphate for fertilizers; and of probable greatest importance are 
the two large atomic energy plants located in this watershed. Many of these 
ants can be expected to increase their production should additional large 
sources of low-cost power be made available. 

New mineral industries which may be influenced to locate in this area, because 
of recent findings of considerable ore tonnages, are plants for the production of 
titanium, cobalt, and nickel metals. 
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The dam 
The Hells Canyon Dam would be located in a relatively inaccessible canyon 
section of the Snake River lying between the Blue Mountain upland of Oregon 
and the Seven Devils and associated mountains of Idaho. The site is approxi 
mately 108 miles upstream, or south, from Lewiston, Idaho and about 104 miles 
downstream, or north from Weiser, Idaho. The project would involve a dam 
rising approximately 607 feet above river level with powerhouses for an ultimate 
installed capacity of 900,000 kilowatts. Transmission lines providing for the 
transmission of energy to load centers in southern Idaho and for the intercon- 
nection of the development with the Federal transmission network in the lower 
Columbia River Basin would be installed. The reservoir area would be a narrow 
strip of land along the bottom of the Snake River Canyon in the portion that 
forms the Idaho-Oregon boundary. This lake behind the dam, at normal eleva 
tion of 2,077 feet, would extend about 93 miles upstream and have a total area 
of approximately 24,800 acres. 
Vining properties to be flooded by dam 

The area which would be inundated is largely undeveloped. During the past 
years, a number of bars along the river floor have been mined for their gold con 
tent. The richer and more accessible placers are generally believed to have bee 
exhausted of their principal gold values and none are now known to be in Opera- 
tion. Likewise a number of small lode properties were exploited in the moun- 
tnins near the valley floor. No lode mining properties, however, are known to be 
producing at this time below the Hells Canyon flow line of 2,077 feet elevation. 
In past years, only three lode mines below the flow line have been the source of 
even noteworthy mineral production; these are the Llron Dyke, Bay Horse, and 
River Queen mines. Of the three, the Iron Dyke and Bay Horse contain some 
ore reserves, but neither the River Queen nor the other lode mines and prospects 
below the flood line, including the Olympia, McDougall, Hill, Ballard Creek, and 
Lime Point properties, have any proven reserves of ore and may be considered as 
having only nominal speculative,value as mineral-bearing land. The smaller 
properties involved, which in past years produced varying amounts of copper, 
silver, and gold, have been exhausted of their ores, and most of them are caved 
and abandoned. 

The Iron Dyke mine, in the Homestead mining district, northeastern Baker 
County, Oreg., was discovered in 1892 and developed intermittently up to 1943. 
During the period 1916 to 1923 the mine produced slightly less than 200,000 tons 
of ore and had an output of a few additional thousand tons between 1924 and 
1927. The mine has been idle since 1943. 

Dikes and flows of basalt, rhyolite, andesite porphyry, and greenstone underlie 
the property. These volcanic rocks are traversed by strong northeasterly to 
northwesterly striking faults. The principal mineralization is in an elliptical 
area about 1,300 feet long by 500 feet wide. This mineralized area contains 
roughly spheroidal, highly silicified rock masses some of which are impregnated 
with chalcopyrite and iron sulphides. Ore mined at the property consists of such 
rock masses. 

Principal mine openings on the property comprise the Iron Dyke shaft, four 
adits, and two levels driven from the shaft. Two of the four adits were 
inaccessible and the two lower shaft levels were flooded at the time of an 
examination of the property made in 1947. As a result of the examination, 
the mine was estimated to contain in its lower levels a small tonnage of indicated 
and inferred ore that might be mined under favorable conditions. 

The Bay Horse mine, situated 7 miles north of Burnt River, is reported to 
have produced an appreciable tonnage of copper-silver ore, and may contain 
moderate reserves of such ore. 


Mining Properties Aided by Dam 

Availability of cheap power and water-borne transportation facilities to 
railroad shipping points comprise the major basic benefits that would accrue to 
the owners of lode mines in the immediate vicinity of the proposed dam. Cheaper 
power will permit a number of marginal producers te resume operations and 
would enable others to increase production materially through the mining of 
lower grade ore than currently possible. Water-borne transportation facilities 
to railroad shipping points would bring into production properties now considered 
inaccessible inasmuch as the construction of suitable roads to those points 
represents a prohibitive cost for the property owners concerned. 

The lode mines that would principally benefit comprise the Red Ledge mine, 
in the Seven Devils Mining District, Adams County, Idaho; the Peacock, South 
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Peacock, Blue Jacket, Helena, and Arkansas-Decorah mines in the vicinity of 
Cuprum, Adams County, Idaho; and the Silver Still, Mariah, Boone, and 
Enterprise mines, in the Mineral District, Washington County, Idaho. Indicated 
and inferred ore reserves of these mines are estimated to contain 30,800,000 
poands of cooper, 14,000,000 pounds of zinc, 54,000 pounds of lead, and 403,000 
ounces of silver having an aggregate market value in excess of 10% million 
dollars. 

The Red Ledge mine, on the basis of available geologic, exploratory, and 
development information, may benefit greatly by the construction of the Hells 
Canyon Dam. This property is situated along the east wall of the canyon, 
21 miles north of Homestead, Oregon, and 46 miles north of the nearest railroad 
shipping point, at Robinette, Ore. Ore bodies on the property occur in shear 
zones localized around large andesitic inclusions in porphyry intrusives. The 
ore consists of chalcopyrite, chaleocite, covellite, bornite, sphalerite, and pyrite. 
Gangue comprises quartz, andesite, and porphyry. 

Ore bodies in the Red Ledge property have been developed by two adit tunnels, 
known as the upper tunnel and the intermediate tunnel. A lower tunnel has 
been started 132 feet vertically below the intermediate tunnel, to intersect the 
ore bodies; this lower tunnel is 100 feet long. About 2,200 feet of drifts and 
crosscuts have been driven from the three tunnels. 

The first mining locations on the property were made in the late 1880's, with 
Thomas Heady, of Cuprum, Idaho, the first locator of record. Heady interested 
Robert N. Bell, State mine inspector of Idaho and others in the property who 
leased it and performed some exploratory work. Seely W. Mudd, of Los Angeles, 
Calif., then acquired an interest, continued the exploratory work, and completed 
about 1,000 feet of diamond drilling. Thirteen additional holes were drilled 
between 1919 and 1923 by the Idaho Copper Co., and 23 more were drilled between 
1926 and 1927 by George Graham Rice. Control of the property was subsequently 
acquired by Cooley Butler who completed one 1,800-foot pilot hole ahead of the 
lower crosscut tunnel. 

Mines in vicinity of Cuprum, Idaho.—Mining in the area near Cuprum, Idaho, 
has been intermittent from 1880 to the present. The principal ore deposits in 
the area occur as fracture fillings and replacements in irregular masses of garnet- 
ized limestone. From 1890 to 1920 the Peacock mine produced 30,000 tons of 
shipping grade copper ore. The South Peacock mine has been operated intermit- 
tently since 1895. In 1927 the Idaho Copper Co. produced about 500 tons of 
high-grade copper ore, and from 1942 to 1946 John Darland, owner of the property 
during that period, shipped about 600 tons of ore containing 20 percent copper. 
Operations at the Arkansas-Decorah mine have been intermittent since 1898. 

Mines in the mineral district, Idaho.—Since its discovery in 1874, mines in the 
Mineral District have produced about 850,000 ounces of silver and considerable 
zinc, copper, and lead. Principal ore deposits in the district occur as replace- 
ments along fractures in rhyolite and are distributed along a zone 5,000 feet long. 
Indicated and inferred ore reserves of the principal mines of the district total 
about 2,700 tons averaging 1.56 percent copper, 1.00 percent lead, 3.04 percent 
zinc, and 32.22 ounces of silver per ton. The early miners were interested in 
only high-grade ores, which could show them appreciable recoveries in the small 
charcoal-fired smelters they built in the valley below the mines. Modern methods 
of ore-dressing may prove that some of the large “waste” dumps of the mines 
are worthy of present commercial exploitation, as well as extension of known 
vein systems. 

GOLD, AND THE SNAKE RIVER PLACERS 


Gold placers are believed to have first been discovered in Idaho in 1860 near 
what is now Pierce in Clearwater County. Other discoveries of gold placer 
ground followed rapidly in various parts of the State and by 1863 gpld placer 
mining was in full swing. Discoveries of gold-bearing lodes were also made 
in the early days and subsequently, and Idaho has remained an important gold- 
producing State to the present time. The total gold production of Idaho through 
1950 is recorded as 8,121,666 troy ounces, and incomplete data indicate that around 
half of this production was obtained by placer mining. The gold production 
in 1950 was 79,562 ounces, of which placer mining contributed 22 percent. 

The Snake River was first prospected for gold placers in 1862, near the head- 
waters, but placer mining on a serious scale did not begin along the Snake until 
the late 1860’s and early 1870’s. The entire gold production from the some 800 
miles of the Snake River that lie in or border on Idaho is estimated at only 
99,600 ounces, of which nearly 80 percent was produced from the upper 300 miles, 
Gold production from the Snake River has been very insignificant for many years. 
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All available information indicates that every conceivable kind of apparatus 
for mining gravels has been tried at the Snake River placers, including picks, 
shovels, wheelbarrows, horse-drawn scrapers, dragline shovels, dragline scrapers, 
suction dredges, bucket dredges, etc. Numerous investigators of Snake River 
gold deposits are unanimous in stating that some of the small simple operations 
alone have been profitable. The small operator has conducted his work without 
an expensive investment in power-driven equipment. Simple rockers or burlap- 
lined sluice boxes have been used for recovering the gold. The small size of the 
gold particles in Snake River placer deposits has caused many of the difficulties 
in the mining operations. It has been determined that the particles are so 
small that 3,000 to 4,000 are required to have a value of one cent. In some 
areas the particles are so fine that several million have a total value of only 
one cent. Generally, only a fraction of such fine gold is recoverable. 

The portion of the Snake River that borders on Adams and Washington Coun- 
ties in Idaho, and that will be flooded by Hells Canyon Dam has an estimated 
total gold placer production of only 1,600 ounces from the Idaho side. It may 
be assumed that the total production of gold from this same stretch of river on 
the Oregon side also totals only 1,600 ounces. Among the many bars and benches 
there are 3 recorded placer properties in the reservoir area that will be flooded. 
These are the patented Sturgill placer of 169.5 acres with an assessed value in 
1947 of $400; the H. B. Smith placer claim held by location, consisting of 20.66 
acres with no assessed value in 1947; and the patented Temperance Creek placer 
of 82.64 acres stated to have an assessed value of $300 in 1947. 

Besides gold, the placer deposits contain variable amounts of heavy black-sand 
minerals, among which are magnetite, ilmenite, garnet, zircon, and monazite. Of 
these, only the monazite has any present market value in Idaho. This mineral 
has been transported in stream gravels for long distances from its source in the 
central Idaho batholith and, being characteristically brittle, is found in very small 
sizes in the stream deposits. The mining and concentration of this fine monazite 
would offer many difficult problems to an operator. 

The Special Minerals Investigation Branch of the Bureau of Mines has sampled 

and examined the heavy black sands of the Snake River above Hells Canyon in 
the vicinity of Homedale, Wilson, and Grand View, Idaho. Some extremely fine 
gold was found but only minor amounts of monazite, or less than one-half pound 
per cubic yards of gravels. No traces of uranium minerals were found. Further, 
the principal tributaries between the Bureau of Mines sampling on the Snake 
River and the upper limits of Hells Canyon Reservoir were sampled. These 
tributaries sampled were the Boise River, the Payette River, and the Weiser 
tiver. Both the Boise and the Payette Rivers contained small amounts of 
monazite varying between one-tenth and four-tenths of a pound per cubic yard in 
favorable deposition areas. Only traces, in the magnitude of one-hundredth of 
1 percent, of uranium minerals were found contained in the black sands. 
No monazite or uranium minerals were apparent in the black sands of the Weiser 
River. There are no present reasons to believe that commercially minable 
deposits of either monazite or uranium minerals may be found in the reservoir 
area of Hells Canyon. 


MONAZITE AND URANIUM MINERALS 


The United States Atomic Energy Commission, in 1948, contracted with the 
Bureau of Mines to conduct a program of investigations to determine the probable 
monazite content of the large placer deposits of the United States. Many of these 
deposits had and were being worked for the gold content contained in the gravels. 
The investigations conducted in south central Idaho have disclosed that substan- 
tial deposits of this mineral are in sufficient abundance to be commercially min- 
able for monazite alone. without gold or other heavy black sand minerals con- 
tributing to the costs of operations. 

At this time, there are three large bucket-line dredges operating in the Long 
Valley area of Valley County, Idaho, engaged in mining, washing, screening, and 
concentrating the heavy minerals from 15,000 to 20,000 yards of stream gravels 
daily. Monazite, a thorium, cerium-rare earth phosphate and vitally essential 
to our strategic needs. is the only mineral contained in the heavy black sands that 
has present commercial worth in Idaho. The current price of monazite is $375 
per short ton. These operations are the principal source of the domestic 
monazite production and may with increased expansion supply the needs of 
our country. 

After dredge concentration of the heavy minerals, high-intensity electric, and 
electromagnetic separation, are needed to produce a clean monazite product. 
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The present power consumption is not known; but, undoubtedly, it will increase 
with the expansion of this strategic mineral industry as other deposits are 
known to exist in the upper stream valleys that drain into the Snake and Salmon 
Rivers. 

Uranium minerals have been found in small quantities on or near some of the 
smaller tributaries of both the Salmon and Snake Rivers in Idaho. Extensive 
investigations have not disclosed any to be of present commercial importance. 


BASE METALS 


Antimony.—The principal antimony district in the United States is the Yellow 
Pine district in Valley County, Idaho, about 80 miles north of Boise. The anti- 
mony mineral stibnite, together with associated tungsten minerals and gold and 
silver, occur in quartz veins and disseminated bodies in granitic rocks. 

Past production of the district beginning in 1932 has been about 40,000 short 
tons of antimony recovered from about 4,400,000 tons of ore milled. Considerable 
gold, silver, and tungsten have been recovered as by-products. The one large 
plant in the district has a productive capacity of about 5,000 tons of antimony 
metal per year, This is obtained from the open-pit mining and milling of approxi- 
mately 2,500 tons of ore daily. Concentrates are smelted and refined in a re- 
cently constructed electric furnace plant. Power is obtained from a power com- 
pany over a 106-mile line. Demand for capacity operation is 4,600 kilowatts 
of which 1,600 kilowatts is for the electric furnace. Present employment is about 
300, and the operation supports a community of about 1,200 people. 

Continuance of operations in the Yellow Pine district depends partly on con- 
tinued exploration and development for the maintenance of reserves and, to some 
extent, on the antimony situation as this enterprise, which yields about 90 percent 
of all the antimony produced in domestic mines, may be subject at times to severe 
competition from foreign sources. 

Copper.—One of our most strategic metals, has long been produced in the Co- 
lumbia River Basin and particularly in the great vein systems of Butte. The 
Butte district is located in Silver Bow County of western Montana and about 3 
miles west of the Continental Divide. This district is the source of most of the 
copper produced in Montana, and will continue to be one of the major copper- 
producing regions of the world for many years to come. 

The copper ores of the district occur as replacement veins in a granitic rock 
known as quartz monzonite. Copper minerals characteristic of the ore are 
chalcopyrite and enargite, bornite, and covellite. The deepest ore comes from 
the Mountain Con-mine where the lowest level was the 4,200 level and where the 
shaft was sunk to 4,474 feet. The ore on the lowest level is reported to be of high 
grade and to resemble the type of copper mineralization found at higher levels in 
many of the mines, 

From 1882-1951, inclusive, Silver Bow County produced 6,824,000 short tons of 
copper. The highest output for any year was 174,750 tons in 1916, and production 
in the period 1946-50 averaged 56,500 tons annually. The reserves are estimated 
at approximately 3,000,000 tons of copper. By far the outstanding producer in 
the area is the Anaconda Copper Mining Co. which operates a number of mines and 
plants. Capacities of the company’s copper-recovery units are as follows: 

At Anaconda: 

Copper mill: 13,000 tons (daily) 
Copper smelter: 1,000,000 tons (annually) 
Leaching plant: 2,400 tons (daily) 

At Great Falls: 

Copper electrolytic refinery: 150,000 tons of copper (annually) 

The Anaconda Co. is currently engaged in a great expansion program for 
copper production, as a result of which mine mill daily ore capacity will be 
raised to about 25,000 tons by the end of 1952 and to 30,000 tons by late 1953 
or early 1954. The project known as the “Greater Butte project” involved 
the mining and treatment of low-grade ore from large areas of copper-bearing 
material surrounding normal vein structures in the eastern portions of the Butte 
district. The Kelly shaft, one of the world’s larger shafts will handle the ore 
tonnages from the several haulage levels of this project. A 3,000-horsepower 
main hoist unit was completed in 1950 and a 2,250-horsepower main hoist was 
to be completed in 1951 for hoisting this ore. The “Greater Butte” project 
will not, it is believed, exhaust the prospects for copper expansion in the near 
future in this district. 

An important producer of copper is the Chelan Lake district located in Chelan 
County, Wash, the Holden mine of the Howe Sound Co. is the only copper- 
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producing property in the district and has been producing copper, zine and 
gold for the last 15 years. The existence of mineralized ground in the area 
was known in 1887, but intensive development of the Holden mine did not 
begin until 50 years later. 

The ore body is in a roof pendant of sedimentary rocks that have been sub- 
jected to intense metamorphism. In some places primary sulfides are found 
on the surface. Chalcopyrite is the only commercial copper mineral but minor 
copper minerals include covellite, chalcocite, and malachite. The zine mineral, 
sphalerite, and gold are important components of the ore. 

Peak output of copper, 9,300 tons, was attained in 1940. Production in the 
10-year period 1941-50 averaged above 5,500 tons annually. Reserves are be- 
lieved to be large enough to support current production for 10 to 15 years. 

A 2,000-ton flotation concentrating plant is in operation at the mine. The 
tonnage of copper produced is about twice that of zinc. Copper concentrates 
go to the Tacoma, Wash., plants of the American Smelting & Refining Co. for 
smelting and refining. 

Lead and zinc.—The Coeur d'Alene region, comprising most of Shoshone 
County, Idaho, is one of the largest lead-zine producing districts of the United 
States. The mines are about 80 miles east of Spokane, Wash., being centered 
about the towns of Kellogg and Wallace. Good roads and railway connections 
Serve the area. 

The ores occur in steep-dipping fissure veins occupying faults or shear zones 
that traverse the Belt series of quartzites and limestones. The deposits are a 
combination of lead, zinc, and silver minerals with minor amounts of gold and 
copper. 

Production from 1884 through 1950 was 5,856,563 tons of lead, 1,520,391 tons 
of zine, and 476,322,945 troy ounces of silver. In 1950 metal recovered from 
the mines of the region included 95,000 tons of lead, and 84,400 tons of zine. 
In 1951 corresponding tonnages of lead and zinc were 73,400 and 76,600 tons, 
respectively. The smaller production in 1951 is attributed to a 2-weeks strike 
in August and September, and a general shortage of skilled miners. The Sho- 
shone County-Coeur d’Alene region is the largest producer of silver in the 
United States and ranks second in the production of lead and zine. 

The general continuity of ore shoots and their frequency in the vein systems 
indicate that over-all reserves in the area are adequate for many years at 
current production rates. 

About 60 lode mines annually produce in excess of 2,000,000 tons of ore which 
is treated to recover the contained metals. Of the 2,288,000 tons of ore mined 
in 1949, 81 percent was mixed zinc-lead ore and old tailings, 11 percent was 
silver-lead ore, 6 percent silver ore, and 2 percent zine ore and slag. The chief 
mines producing zine in 1949, according to rank, were the Star, Page, Morning, 
Sidney, Bunker Hill and Sullivan, Frisco, Amazon-Carlisle, Spokane-Idaho, and 
Highland-Surprise properties. The chief producers of lead, in order of rank, 
were the Bunker Hill and Sullivan, Page, Star, Morning, Sherman, and Sidney 
properties. 

Most of the 60 mines concentrate their ores in one or more of the region’s 
31 mills, which have a daily combined crude-ore capacity of almost 14,000 tons. 
Selective flotation is the principal concentrating process. 

The lead concentrate and some crude lead ores are shipped to the Bradley 
lead smelter and refinery of the Bunker Hill & Sullivan Mining & Concen- 
trating Co. Products of this smelter in 1949 were: 7,224 ounces of gold, 7,528,- 
102 ounces of silver, 22,0839 pounds of cadmium, 753 tons of copper, 456 tons of 
antimony, 8,836 tons of zinc, 44,571 tons of lead, 12,589 tons of deleaded zine 
fume, and 3,068 tons of zinc-lead fume. 

Zine concentrate and some zine ores were treated in the Sullivan Mining Co.’s 
electrolytic zinc plant near Bradley. In 1949 this smelter produced 47,925 tons 
of slab zine, 203 tons of cadmium, 3,385 tons of lead, 111 tons of copper, 325,917 
ounces of silver, and 1,374 ounces of gold. 

All electric power for the mines, mills, and smelters of the area is hydro- 
electric in origin. The electrolytic production of zinc consumes about 3,550 
kilowatt-hours for each ton of electrolytic zinc. The above item, at the Sulli- 
van Mining Co.’s zine smelter, totaled approximately 150,000,000 kilowatt-hours 
in 1949. Specific figures are not available on total power consumption used in 
mining and milling, but it is roughly calculated to be in the order of 250,000,000 
kilowatt-hours annually. 

Prospects for increasing production of lead and zine are fairly good, but as 
the mines become deeper, costs may be expected to go up somewhat. The reserve 
potentiality of the area near Mullan, Idaho, is believed to be particularly good. 
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The Pend Oreille area includes all of Pend Oreille County, Wash., but mining 
activity is largely centered about Metaline Falls, which is within 12 miles of 
the Canadian border. 

The ore bodies are irregular replacement masses in limestones and dolomite. 
Ore reserves in the Pend Oreille area are believed to be large. New discoveries 
in the area have given rise to much optimism, and it is generally believed that 
production will double within the next few years, and that new, extensive ore 
reserves will be blocked out. 

Mine production of lead and zinc in the State of Washington, from 1860 
through 1950, was 105,020 and 189,800 tons, respectively. Of these amounts, it 
is estimated that Pend Oreille County produced well over half. In 1950, mines 
of the county yielded 7,445 tons of lead and 11,032 tons of zinc, as compared 
with 5,209 tons of lead and 13,697 tons of zine in 1951. 

Production is largely centered in the operations of the Pend Oreille Mines & 
Metals Co., Which has two operating concentrators with a combined capacity 
of 1,450 tons of ore per day, and the American Zinc, Lead & Smelting Co.’s 
Grandview mine, with a 750-ton flotation concentrator. The ores average about 
4.5 percent combined lead and zine. 

The Pend Oreille Mines & Metals Co. is now constructing another 800-ton unit 
which should be in operation in the spring of 1952. This company has a 2,250- 
horsepower generating plant on the Pend Oreille River at Metaline Falls. 

Development of the mines and construction of milling facilities will require 
additional power. It is believed prospects for increased production are very 
good. 

Butte mining district, Silver Bow County, Mont.: Production of zinc-lead 
ores from the Butte Hill mine of the Anaconda Copper Mining Co. and from 
the Anaconda-operated Emma mine at Butte extend back for many years. The 
ores occur as sphalerite and galena, with other economic minerals in veins along 
faults and some mineral impregnation of the granite walls. 

Production of lead in the period 1882 through 1950 totaled 285,890 tons. Zine 
in the same period was 1,775,599 tons. Production of lead and zine in 1950 
were, respectively, 15,679 and 63,510 tons; in 1951, 16,498 and 79,023 tons. This 
high rate of production put Montana first among the States mining zine in 
1951. Reserves of ores sufficient to maintain this production for many years 
are believed to exist in the Butte mining district. 

The zine ores have become important in many of the ore structures as depth 
was attained. In 1949 the main Butte Hill mine produced 748,000 tons of zinc- 
lead ore, as compared to 1,180,000 tons of copper ore. Mine dumps yielded 260,000 
tons of commercial zinc-lead ores. Another source of zinc and lead concentrates 
was the Emma mine where part of the production was concentrated from zinc- 
bearing manganese ores. The company operates a 1,600-ton zine concentrator 
at Anaconda where lead concentrates are also recovered. Some low-grade 
concentrate is produced in the 1,000-ton manganese concentrator at Anaconda. 
Two electrolytic zine plants are in operation, that at Anaconda having an annual 
capacity of 75,000 tons of zine and that at Great Falls a capacity of 165,000 
tons. A lead blast furnace slag treatment plant at Helena, Mont., recovers 
zine and lesser amounts of lead as oxides. 

Power requirements are large. Inasmuch as all zine is electrolytically pro- 
duced and requires 3,550 kilowatt hours per ton, the smelting of the zine pro- 
duction in 1951 would have require 284,000,000 kilowatt hours. 

The general prospects for maintaining production are good. Although ore 
on the Butte Hill mine dumps is being depleted, the probabilities are that ore 
from underground operations will offset that loss. 


THE FERROUS METALS AND ALLOYS 


Steel.—The capacity for producing steel ingots in the Northwest, as published 
by the American Iron and Steel Institute, totaled 509,700 net tons on January 1, 
1952. Of this total, 58 percent was electric furnace capacity. The Northwest 
is particularly adapted to production of electric furnace steel inasmuch as this 
process utilizes steel scrap as the main raw material. Expanding industry in 
the Northwest will require increasing quantities of steel products for con- 
struction and for fabricating into a wide variety of consumer goods; proportional 
increases in the supply of steel scrap will result. Electric furnace steel capacity 
will undoubtedly continue to constitute the bulk of this capacity. Moreover, 
present research on the utilization of iron ores in the Northwest involves the 
consideration of processes whith will require use of electrical energy. 
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Capacities of Northwest steel facilities Jan. 1, 1952, in net tons 
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, Iron ore.—Although iron ore may be smelted directly by means of electrical 
energy, the most likely consequence of additional electric power in the North- 
west would be an increased demand for iron and steel products due to a general 
acceleration of industrial activity. The existing demand already indicates the 
probability of an expanded iron and steel industry in the future, and the Hells 
Canyon Dam would hasten the time when the establishment of the industry 
would be feasible. 


Iron ore production in Idaho, Oregon, and Washington 
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The iron-ore production in earlier years was consumed in small charcoal 
furnaces to produce iron for local use, as was the practice in the east during 
colonial times. Later production was consumed, to a great extent, in the 
manufacture of portland cement. Throughout the entire production period, 
small quantities were used as ballast for oceangoing vessels. 

Manganese.—Of the total production of manganese ore, in the United States, 
containing 35 percent or more manganese the Northwest area has contributed 
over 60 percent. Virtually all of this 60 percent has originated in the Butte- 
Vhilipsburg district in southwest Montana. The only other producing area of 
any consequence has been the Olympic Peninsula in Washington, which has 
yielded about 50,006 tons of ore, virtually all from the Crescent Mine. 

Investigations and surveys by Government and private industry have failed to 
uncover further commercial deposits in the Northwest. Such material as has 
been found is in small, low-grade deposits located in areas of difficult access and 
in mineral forms which are not amenable to beneficiation and concentration. 

Reserves in the Crescent Mine are near exhaustion, with possibly a few thou- 
sand tons of material remaining which would be made available only at high 
cost. Reserves in the Butte-Philipsburg area are still extensive, and operations 
are continuing in the area at the present time. The major portion of the man- 
ganese-bearing material in this area is low grade and is only marketable after 
some form of concentration. The application of the proper type of beneficiation 
to the carbonate ores of the area is responsible for the major portion of the 
production. Further research may develop a process equally successful for appli- 
cation to the oxide deposits of the area which should contribute to the amount of 
material available in the future. 

Although the Northwest has produced an average of about 130,000 short tons in 
the past 10 years, indications are that it will be increasingly difficult to continue 
this level in the future, much less expand. 

The production of indigenous manganese in Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and 
Washington does not appear to be possible of commercial expansion in the future 
under present conditions; however, the manufacture of manganese alloys and 
other manganese-bearing materials is not so limited. With the expansion of 
metallurgical industries that has taken place in recent years in the West, it has 
been increasingly important that local sources of ferromanganese be established. 

The installation and operation of electric furnaces producing ferromanganese 
from Montana ore by Anaconda Copper Mining Co. has thus far been able to 
satisfy the demand for standard ferromanganese in steel-producing units located 
in California, Colorado, and Utah. Normal technologic advancement has and 
will create the need for other manganese alloys in addition to those presently 
being supplied. 

Production of these other manganese alloys including medium and low-carbon 
ferromanganese, silica manganese, and manganese metal are dependent on ade- 
quate supplies of cheap dependable electric power since the processes involve 
either electric smelting or electrolysis. Although expansion of the production 
of manganese alloys and products for West coast consumption will be largely 
dependent on imported manganese ores, it does not follow that this is a deterring 
factor. The proximity of Oregon and Washington ports to the foreign ore 
deposits of Mexico, India, South America, and the Pacific islands more than 
compensates for the transcontinental, overland haul necessary for alloys pro- 
duced from similar ores in the eastern segments of the United States. 

The practicability of northwestern alloys production is demonstrated by the 
plants presently located in Portland, Oreg.; Tacoma, Wenatchee, and Mead, 
Wash.; and Anaconda and Great Falls, Mont., producing in aggregate, 
ferromanganese, ferrochrome, and ferrosilicon. 
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Manganese production in the Northwest in short tons 
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Tungsten.—Industrial development in the Western States may well lead to 
economic conditions that would favor plants to produce primary products of 
tungsten and others designed to produce products such as tool steel and tungsten- 
carbide tools. Any such development would require large blocks of cheap power. 

An important primary product of tungsten is ferrotungsten. This is now 
produced in New York and Pennsylvania by the alumino-thermie and the elec- 
tric-furnace method. Power consumption in the electric-furnace method is said 
to range from 1.6 to 4.4 kilowatt-hours per pound of tungsten in finished ferro- 
tungsten, depending on the grade of concentrates and the type of ferrotungsten. 
Although the product is less important now than in former years, because of the 
use of high-purity concentrates for direct charging to steel and the use of tung- 
sten-carbide tools to replace tool steel, a large tonnage is produced each year, 
as is indicated in the tabulation below: 
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Tons of 60- Percent 
percent WO; of total 
concentrates | tungsten 

used to pro- concen - 
| duce ferro- trates 
| tungsten consumed 


Year 








| 12, 300 61 
! 11, 800 59 
7, 400 | 50 
2, 400 | 35 
| 3, 800 46 
4, 100 | 44 
| 2,472 7 
J | 17 
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Development of a ferrotungsten industry in the Western States would be 
contingent on many factors, but the availability of cheap power would be vital. 
A tool steel industry in the West would encourage such a development. Much 
of the tungsten concentrate used is produced in the West. If tool steel plants 
are established in the area there would be a twofold saving of freight charges. 
However, the tool steel development would also call for large blocks of power ; 
this is discussed in the following paragraph. 

Another important primary product of tungsten is tungsten metal powder. 
This is produced by reduction of purified tungsten compounds with hydrogen 
or carbon. Compared with ferrotungsten the power demand is minor and 
would not be a vital factor in determination of plant location. However, if the 
normal industry pattern is followed, the same plant would produce tungsten 
wire, rod, and sheet and considerable power would be required for the sintering 
of powder. This process involves pressing the powder into a bar and passing 
an electrical current through the pressed bar until it is heated to the sintering 
temperature. The sintered bars are then swaged and drawn or rolled to finished 
size. No accurate data can be listed for kilowatt-hour per pound of tungsten 
because of the variation in plant practice, but it is believed that an average 
would be 10 kilowatt-hours per pound of tungsten. 

The most important products containing tungsten are tool steels (high-speed 
steels), tungsten carbide tools and dies, and tungsten wire. With the exception 
of tungsten carbide, none of these products are now manufactured in the 
Western States; however, there is an ever-increasing demand for all these 
products in the area, and it seems probable that in due time they will be pro- 
duced. Most of the tungsten-type tool steel is produced in electric furnaces. 
Many variations of chemical composition are used, and it is not practical to 
list power consumption per pound of contained tungsten. Tungsten carbide is 
produced in both electric and gas furnaces ; tungsten wire is drawn from sintered 
tungsten powder blanks with the consumption of much power in the motors 
operating the plant. 

Idaho has shipped 16,000 tons (60 percent WO; basis) of tungsten concen- 
trates from 1900 through 1951. Much of this was produced during World War 
II at which time the Yellow Pine mine was the leading producer in the United 
States. In 1951 the State produced 457 tons; in 1952 a considerable increase 
is expected. 

The Ima mine in the Blue Wing district of Lemhi County is now the leading 
producer in the State. This deposit is now worked by the Bradley Mining Co. 
Because the chief tungsten mineral is hubnerite which is relatively scarce in 
the United States, the concentrates from this mine have been in great demand 
by producers of pure tungsten metal. The history of the district has been 
described as follows in the April 1949 Mining Congress Journal: 

“In 1881 the district was prospected for gold and silver, but it was not until 
1903 that tungsten-bearing minerals were recognized. The first attempt was 
made to recover tungsten concentrates in 1909. From 1912 to 1934 operations 
were conducted intermittently by several different operators. In 1934 the Ima 
Mines Corp. purchased the claims located in Patterson Creek Canyon, and 
operated the property until 1945 when the operation was taken over by the 
Bradley Mining Co. 

“In 1938 the General Electric Co. entered the district and acquired a large 
block of claims, known as the Mazda group, to the northwest of the Ima 
property. The General Electric property was later acquired by the Tungsten 
Mining Corp., in which the General Electric Co. has a substantial ownership. 
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Exploration work performed by the General Electric Co. on its property con- 
sisted of driving a cross-cut tunnel over 2,000 feet long drifting, diamond drill- 
ing, and extensive trenching with a bulldozer. Steady production from the 
General Electric property did not commence until 1946 when it was leased by 
the Bradley Mining Co. All ore extracted from the Mazda group of claims 
is transported through the Ima workings and then processed in the Ima mill. 

“From 1935 through 1947 the Ima mine produced 321,474 tons of ore. Milling 
produced 117,768 short-ton units of WOs, 507,450 ounces of silver, 866,003 pounds 
of copper, and 1,173,210 pounds of lead. Net receipts from all concentrates 
total approximately $2,875,000. On December 9, 1947, the Ima concentrator 
was destroyed by fire. Since that date, development work in the mine has 
continued, and on June 1, 1948, erection of a new concentrator was begun. 
The new concentrator commenced operating in December 1948.” 

Since 1948 the mill has been enlarged and the production from the mine has 
increased. 

The ore occurs in quartz veins that cut quartzite country-rock. Three adits 
have been driver and several operating levels are worked. The mill uses a 
gravity-flotation type flow sheet; high-grade hubnerite concentrates are pro- 
duced along with some scheelite that requires further treatment in some cases. 
The nearest rail point is Mackay, which is 56 miles by graveled road from the 
mine. There is an extensive use of airplane transportation. Power is sup- 
plied by Diesel engines; approximately 1,000 horsepower is available from those 
now in use. 

An exploration program is now in progress. Ore reserves in the area are 
ample for several years operation; the exploration may well expand these 
reserves. 

The Yellow Pine mine in Valley County, Idaho, was the leading tungsten 
producer in the United States during World War II. However, the tungsten 
deposit Was nearly depleted during this period, and the production rate achieved 
in the past will not be equaled at this mine unless the current exploration pro- 
gram locates a similar ore deposit. The mine is now worked primarily for 
antimony, but a gravity-type plant is in operation on tungsten ore and tailings. 
This mine is also worked by the Bradley Mining Co. This firm has programed 
a plant to recover byproduct tungsten from the antimony ore. 

Power requirements for the tungsten operation will depend on future develop- 
ments but it is possible that there will be a 300-kilowatt demand. 

Montana has shipped 546 tons (60 percent WO; basis) of tungsten concen- 
trates during the period from 1900 through 1951; peak production was in 1946 
when 84 tons were shipped. At present there is little production from this State; 
however, there is active exploration at several deposits. 

The Brown’s Lake district in Beaverhead County contains several large 
tactite areas that may contain sufficient tungsten to be worked during the 
present period of favorable prices and extensive demand. It is possible that 
both underground and open-cut mining will be used; it has been suggested that 
an existing mill in Butte may be modified to treat the ore. It will be necessary 
to await the outcome of the exploration programs now in progress to evaluate 
the potential of the district. 

Exploration is also in progress at Tungsten deposits in Silver Bow County, 
and placer tungsten has been mined in Granite County. 

Washington has shipped 1,327 tons (60 percent WO; basis) of tungsten con- 
centrates in the period from 1900 through 1951; the maximum output was in 
1938 when 303 tons were shipped. Much of the recent production has come from 
the Germania mine in Stevens County. This deposit was located in 1894, was 
operated by a German firm from 1907 to 1917, and was operated by General 
Electrie Co. after 1986. The present operators, Germania Consolidated Mining 
Co., expect to recover tungsten from surface deposits near the mine and from 
ore said to remain in the underground workings. This operation has not 
reached the stage where an evaluation of power requirements can be made; 
however, it is possible that there may be a 250-kilowatt or larger demand. 

Chromium.—Domestie production of chromite is a negligible factor in the 
peacetime supply picture. The principal domestic deposits, located in Montana 
and Oregen, are too low in chromium and too high in iron to be economically 
converted to the usual 68-72 percent ferrochromium. Chromite for metallurgical 
uses, either converted to ferrochromium or added directly to the steel melt, 
aecounts for about one-half of the total United States consumption, chromite 
for refractory purposes about one-third, and for chemical uses about one-sixth. 
There are no commercial deposits of chemical or refractory-grade chromite in the 
United States. 
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Salient statistics of chromite in the United States, 1947-51, in short tons 





| 
| Totalnew Consump- 
supply | tion 


| Domestic | 


| production | [™ports 





1947 : 948 | 1,106,180 | 1, 107,128 833, 357 
1948 3,619 | 1,542,125 | 1,545,744 875,033 
—.._ Si Riwicisididixds X.ietnn tacit 433 | 1,203,852 | 1, 204, 285 672, 773 
IS ai See el SGN SR 404 | 1,303,713 | 1,304,117 980, 369 
re di of bin ieee ENS 6,897 | 1,435,069} 1,441,966 | 1,212, 480 


‘ 


In 1943, the United States Geological Survey and the Bureau of Mines esti- 
mated the chromite reserves of the United States at 2,000,000 long tons of Cr.O% 
contained. The Pacific Northwest States accounted for 317,000 tons of the 
total—293,000 tons in Oregon, 24,000 tons in Washington, and none in Idaho, 
Seventy-four percent of the United States reserves are located in south central 
Montana. 

If the shift in population to the west coast continues, local manufacturing 
facilities will be needed. These manufacturing plants will require raw ma- 
terials, power, machinery, and replacement parts to keep the plants in operation, 
Thus, it follows that the present ferroalloy plants will expand to meet the re- 
quirements of new steel plants and foundries. 

At the present time, the following firms are producing ferrochromium or 
ferrosilicon in electric furnaces in the Pacific Northwest: Ohio Ferro-Alloys 
Corp. (Tacoma, Wash.), Keokuk Electro Metals Co. (Wenatchee, Wash.), and 
Electro Metallurgical Co. (Portland, Oreg.). The Pacific Northwest Alloys plant 
at Mead, Wash., which had produced both alloys, changed over to the production 
of magnesium in April 1951. The chromite used in the production of ferro- 
chromium is imported from the Philippines, Turkey, and New Caledonia. In 
order for domestic chromium ores to compete with foreign ores, the price of the 
domestic material would have to be reduced considerably from the present Gen- 
eral Services Administration price of $110-115 per long ton of 48 percent ore- 
bearing a 3:1 chrome-iron ratio. However, small tonnages of locally produced 
chromite might be used to supplement foreign supplies. The quartzite for the 
production of ferrosilicon comes from domestic sources. 

Because the upgrading of domestic chromium ores to commercial specifications 
is considered uneconomic by present technologic methods, the utilization of low- 
grade ores in the future may, to some extent, be possible through the production 
of electrolytic chromium metal; cheap electric power would be essential in this 
process, 
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Production of chromite in United States through 1951, in short tons 





Pacific Northwest 





Other 
| Montana '|  gtates2 
Oregon Idaho 





2, 277 
909 

3, 936 
2,713 
13, 419 
44, 873 
68, 066 
36, 560 
9, 607 
34, 107 
948 
274 
433 


404 
3 6, 897 























3 69, 901 25 | 


! Except for a small tonnage from Madison County in southwestern Montana, the output came from 
Stillwater and Carbon Counties. 

2 The 224,000 tons produced before 1880 are credited to Maryland and Pennsylvania. Virtually all of 
the remainder came from California. 

4 Oregon production in 1946 and 1951 included with “other States.’’ Bureau of Mines not at liberty to 
publish totals separately. 


Nickel.—The present production of nickel in the Northwest is small and is at 
present a byproduct of copper refining at Tacoma, Wash. A potential source of 
production in the Northwest is the deposit of silicate ore near Riddle, Douglas 
County, Oreg. The deposit is a layered blanket, containing the nickel silicate 
rvarnierite, which rests upon unserpentinized peridotite. This blanket ranges 
in thickness from a few feet to a maximum of 60 or 70, but with an average of 
about 20 feet. The nickel is believed to have been derived from obivine in the 
peridotite by decomposition during lateritic weathering. About 162 acres of 
ground are underlain by a blanket containing over 6,000,000 tons of material, 
1 to 2 percent of which is probably nickel. Eighty thousand tons have been 
proved to contain 2 to 3 percent of nickel, and 75,000 tons have been proved to 
contain 1 to 2 percent of nickel. 

Since the discovery of the deposit in 1864, much prospecting and exploration 
has been done on Nickel Mountain. During recent years the deposit has been 
studied by the United States Geological Survey and much research toward de- 
veloping a method of treating silicate ores has been done by the Bureau of 
Mines. Exploratory drilling has been done by Freeport Sulphur Co. The M. A. 
Hanna Co. is supplementing the work done by Freeport Sulphur Co. and cur- 
rently is investigating the possibilities of producing nickel from the Riddle de- 
posit. A production of 5,000 tons annually, beginning about 1954, is a possibility. 
The power requirement for the project is not known at this time, but should an 
electric furnace be used it would be substantial. 

Cobalt.—The Blackbird district in Lemhi County, Idaho, will soon become an 
important producer of cobalt and will make the United States less dependent 
on foreign sources, which have supplied about 90 percent of our requirements. 

The rocks of the district consist mostly of metamorphosed sedimentary rocks 
of the pre-Cambrian Yellowjacket formation; a part of the Idaho batholith 
cuts across the northern part of the district, and siliceous porphyry dikes 
and metamorphosed basic rocks cut the Yellowjacket rocks. The ore contains 
chalcopyrite, cobaltite, safflorite, pyrite, and pyrrhotite in a gangue consisting 
mostly of quartz and biotite, plus some ankerite, muscovite, and tourmaline. 
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The district was first prospected about 1893, and cobalt minerals were noticed 
a few years later. During World War I a mine was developed but only a 
small quantity of concentrate was produced. During World War II the Bureau 
of Mines explored parts of the district and the United States Geological Survey 
mapped it and logged the drill cores. About 1943 the Calera Mining Co., a 
wholly owned subsidiary of the Howe Sound Co., became interested and later 
acquired a large block of ground in the district. As a consequence of under- 
ground development sufficient ore has been blocked out to definitely show the 
commercial possibilities of the mine. Over 18,000 feet of drifting and cross- 
cutting and 2,000 feet of raises and shafts give access to the mineralized zones. 
Ore, mined by horizontal cuts, is trammed from the mine through a 6,000-foot 
main haulage adit. Original plans called for a mill of 600 tons of ore per day 
but at the request of the Government the capacity was enlarged to 1,000 tons 
by the addition of a second ball mill and extension of the flotation sections. 
The mining and milling operations require about 2,000 kilowatts. The ore 
carries about 0.6 percent cobalt, about twice as much copper, and a little gold. 


THE LIGHT METALS 


Aluminum.—The major importance of the Columbia River Basin in the pro- 
duction of aluminum is in supplying the large electrical power requirements of 
the industry. No commercial process for producing the metal has been developed 
which does not require an electrolytic reduction of aluminum oxide. At the 
present time electric energy requirements are approximately 10 kilowatt-hours 
per pound of aluminum produced. The aluminum industry is an efficient user 
of electrical energy, with a steady demand, and operates at about 100 percent 
load factor. Prior to 1936 the domestic industry had relied upon private power 
facilities for its power requirements. In 1936 Alcoa contracted to buy power 
from the TVA and this marked the beginning of the use of public power for 
producing aluminum. 

In 1939 it became evident that the aluminum industry would have to undergo 
a large expansion to meet military requirements. The largest source of firm 
low-cost hydroelectric power was located in the Pacific Northwest, generated. 
by the Bonneville Power Administration. The first reduction plant in this 
area started production at Vancouver, Wash., in September of 1940. Other 
reduction plants were built at Troutdale, Oreg., and at Longview, Spokane, 
and Tacoma, Wash. The Pacific Northwest is at present the major aluminum- 
producing section of the United States, and in 1949 accounted for 51.6 percent 
of the total production. The following table shows the growth of the aluminum 
industry in this area for the years 1940-51: 


Primary aluminum production in the United States, 1940-51 


| Thousands of short tons} 


| 
Total | Pacific | Produc- || | pote, | Pacific | Prod:e- 
° North- tion North- tion 
west pro-| percent west pro-| percent 
duction | of total duction | of total 


te 
1940 5 | 24) Nec et SE 410 | 148 | 
| 


wareseees 1 
1941 | 30% 67 21. i ° 572 260 | 4 
1942 bokgdon kal 521 | 149 5 | ‘ 623 | 295 | 3 
_, Sr | 255 . . . o~s 603 311 | 51.6 

5 


prodte- | 
tion 


Year produc- 
| tion 
| 


4 


1944 ome al 5 | 286 | 36 ‘ 719 343 | 


1945 Q! 203 | we 837 304 


Although the Columbia River Basin is located away from the alumina plants 
and the major consumption area east of the Mississippi the availability of steady 
low-cost power will continue to be a determining factor in the location of reduc- 
tion plants. The present reduction capacity located in the Pacific Northwest has 
absorbed all of the available low-cost power in this area and at present has to 
compete with other industries which can afford higher power rates. 

In 1951, approximately one-fourth of the power consumed by the reduction 
plants located in Oregon and Washington was supplied on an interruptible basis. 
During periods when low-water conditions occur a part of the production capacity 
must shut down. The rough breakdown on power supplied of this this area is: 
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20 percent to the aluminum industry, 20 percent to heavy industry, and 60 percent 
to commercial, domestic, and light industry. In times of power shortages the 
possibility of effecting reduction in commercial, domestic, and light industry is 
small; the major portion of the deficit must come from aluminum and heavy 
industry. In the aluminum industry the ratio of man-hours to kilowatt-hours 
consumed is low and to prevent large employment cuts the aluminum industry 
must carry a heavy share of any power deficits which may occur. 

In the aluminum-expansion program, which was initiated under the authority 
of the Defense Production Act of 1950, the capacity of the reduction facilities 
of the Pacific Northwest will be increased by 185,000 annual tons, or about 50 
percent. Two new plants are being constructed, one at Wenatchee, Wash., with 
85,000 tons annual capacity, and the second at Kalispell, Mont., with 50,000 tons 
annual capacity. In addition, the capacity of four of the five existing plants is 
being increased a total of 50,000 tons annually. 

The Columbia River Basin has, over the past 5 years, supplied the power which 
accounted for 47 percent of the total domestic primary production of aluminum 
in the United States. The future of the industry in this area depends on the 
availability of a steady supply of low-cost power. Power development projects, 
planned and in progress, will supply firm power to present plants and to plants 
now being constructed. Additional development of power resources will be neces- 
sary if the aluminum production of this area is to supply the same percentages 
of the total production as it has over the past 5 years. 

The ore from which all present commercial production of aluminum is obtained 
is bauxite. The domestic reserves of this material are deposited largely in two 
eounties in Arkansas with smaller quantities occurring in the southeastern 
United States. The major portion of United States bauxite requirements are 
imported; approximately two-thirds of total consumption in 1951 was from 
foreign sources. There are deposits of high iron bauxite located in Oregon. 
These deposits occur in a narrow belt parallel to the coast and about 40 miles 
inland and extend some 90 miles southward from the State line. Only in the 
northern part, which lies west of Portland, and in the southern part in the 
hills near Salem, have commercial deposits been discovered. The largest body 
contains an estimated 3,600,000 tons of ferruginous bauxite. This material has 
been studied by the commercial producers as a source of aluminum, but it has a 
lower aluminum content than the Arkansas ore and is not amenable to economic 
treatment in existing facilities. The relatively small quantities of ore available 
mitigate against commercial development of an economic process for treatment 
of this material. However, the ferruginous bauxite in Oregon does represent 
an important addition to our domestic reserves and will become increasingly 
important as other domestic ore deposits are consumed or at a time when economic 
or political conditions cause a reduction in imports. 

Magnesium.—The only producing magnesium plant in this area is the Govern- 
ment-owned plant (Plancors 571 and 1008) located at Spokane, Wash. With 
an annual capacity of 24,000 tons of magnesium, this plant also has a rated 
capacity of 24,000 tons of 75 percent ferrosilicon. The plant did not get in full 
operation during World War II owing to the late date of its completion and 
labor problems in the Northwest at that time. It did, however, produce 12,000 
tons of primary magnesium and 12,000 tons of ferrosilicon before it was closed 
in November 1944. This plant is an entirely complete production unit; it has its 
own dolomite quarry and calcining equipment and its own facilities to produce 
ferrosilicon. 

The plant was reactivated in 1951 to produce magnesium for defense and the 
national stockpile, and production started in July 1951. The plant is being 
operated for the Government by Pacific Northwest Alloys, Inc., and the present 
contract calls for production of a total of 48,000 tons of magnesium which is 
expected to be produced in 2% years. This plant requires 4% kilowatt-hours for 
each pound of magnesium metai, and 4% kilowatt-hours for each pound of ferro- 
silicon produced. Thus, if it produces at capacity, it requires 432,000,000 kilowatt- 
hours per annum. 

Titanium.—Iimenite (FeTiO:), a source material for titanium pigments and 
titanium metal, is produced in the Columbia River Basin as a byproduct from 
operations at Cascade, Idaho, concerned primarily with production of monezite 
and other radioactive materials. Production of ilmenite containing 43 percent 
TiO, from this area was reported in 1951 as 13,284 tons, of which only 150 tons 
were sold for sand blasting which is a non-TiO, use. Present production of 
ilmenite from three operations in Cascade, Idaho, is 150 tons per day or approx- 
imately 50,000 tons per year. 
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Three deposits in the Long Valley area of Valley County, Idaho, are reported 

to contain 150 to 200 million cubic yards of ore containing § to 10 pounds of 
ilmenite per cubic yard. Reserves in Central Valley County deposits are indi- 
cated at 400 million cubic yards containing 15 to 30 pounds of ilmenite per cubic 
vard. 
' Several companies have shown an interest in the ilmenite as a potential source 
of titanium pigments or titanium metal. Titanium metal is now produced from 
rutile (TiO.). Rutile is presently in short supply and studies are now underway 
for utilization of ilmenite for metal production. The availability of low-cost 
power and ilmenite may result in the establishment of a titanium industry in 
this area. Titanium metal produced by present production methods requires 
about 15 kilowatt-hours per pound of metal. To produce 3,600 tons of metal a 
year, the capacity of the largest commercial plant now under development, 
would require over 100,000,000 kilowatt-hours and approximately 18,000 tons 
of ilmenite. 

Although production of titanium metal in 1951 was only about 600 tons, with 
2,000 tons estimated for 1952, the future outlook is encouraging because of its 
unique combination of properties: Lightness, strength and corrosion resistance. 
The present demand for titanium metal is directly related to activity in military 
preparedness, consequently, the Government is taking a direct part in expanding 
the facilities for its production te meet military.demands. Titanium metal, 
hecause of its outstanding physical properties and the relative abundance of 

ts raw material, offers possibilities of substitution for other metals for which 
ve have a dwindling supply of ores. 

Considerable quantities of titanium minerals in small concentrates have also 
heen reported in the Oregon beach and Columbia River sands, 

Zirconium,— Zirconium has recently come to the attention of metallurgists and 
‘engineers as a structural metal having tremendous potentialities. Because of 
its high resistance to heat and radiation it is a promising structural material 
for nuclear reactors, and may play an important part in harnessing atomic power. 
It is also of great interest to engineers seeking a metal that can withstand a 
terrifically high temperature in the combustion chambers of jet engines and 
superrockets. In addition, zirconium is remarkably resistant to corrosion, even 
more resistant than tantalum which has heretofore been considered the most 
resistant metal. 

Domestic deposits of zircon, the commercial source of zirconium, are known 
in Florida, Oregon and in the placer sands of Idaho. Zirconium used to be con- 
sidered in the class of rare elements, but actually it is fairly abundant in the 
earth’s crust—more abundant than nickel, lead, zinc or some other familiar 
metals. The impure metal is hard and brittle and therefore worthless as a 
structural material. The pure metal has excited the great present interest in 
zirconium. The metal was first isolated in pure form in 1925. In the past few 
years the growing realization of the metals potentialities has spurred the metal- 
iurgical industry of the United States into action. Various methods for producing 
duetile zirconium metal have been investigated. Of these the furthest advanced 
is one conceived by the renowned metallurgist W. J. Kroll, a consultant to the 
staff of the Northwest Electrodevelopment Laboratory of the Bureau of Mines, 
Albany, Oreg. After preliminary laboratory experiments, Dr. Kroll and his 
coworkers put into operation in 1947 a pilot plant with a capacity of 60 pounds 
of zirconium sponge per batch. Later a larger pilot plant was built. It was 
so successful that in August 1950 the Bureau of Mines completed and began 
to operate at Albany a full size Kroll method reduction plant, the first major 
zirconium plant in the world. 

The process for making ductile zirconium metal involves apparatus that con- 
sumes large quantities of electrical energy. Some of the larger transformers 
in operation are rated at 23, 46, and 70 kilovolt-amperes. This project, as 
well as others, was selected to fulfill, in part, the fundamental reason for 
establishing the Albany Laboratory—“to study the application of electrical energy 
to the processing of minerals.” 


INDUSTRIAL MINERALS AND MINERAL PRODUCTS 


Silicon carbide.—The production of the abrasive “silicon carbide” in Canada 
“vnd the United States in 1951 approached 95,000 short tons. Of this production 
some 70,000 tons was manufactured in Canada, within two small areas—Niagara 
alls, Ontario, and Cap-de-la-Madelaine, Quebec. In the United States it is 


manufactured at Vancouver, Wash., and Niagara Falls, N. Y. This abrasive, 











496 HELLS CANYON DAM 





which is a fundamental requirement in both the abrasive and special refractory 
industries, is largely a product of Canada. 

Silicon carbide is produced by reacting silica and carbon in a resistance-type 
electric furnace. It is a high power-onsuming product using about 9,000 kilv- 
watt-hours for each ton of material produced, hence its manufacture has cen- 
tered in Canada where the necessary low-cost electric power is available. The 
raw materials required in its manufacture are quartz sand, petroleum coke, saw- 
dust, and salt, all of which are available in the United States. 

The silicon carbide plant at Vancouver, Wash., is owned by the Carborundum 
Co. of Niagara Falls, N. Y. 

In line with the idea of decentralizing industries that manufacture strategic 
materials it is hoped that the proposed expansion of the silicon carbide industry 
will take place in the Oregon-Washington-Idaho region, rather than in the present 
very restricted areas where nearly 90 percent of the capacity is now located. As 
low cost electric power will probably be the deciding factor in the choice of new 
locations, this area offers many advantages to such a project. The value of 
crude silicon carbide is about $184 a ton which means that its transportation to 
any part of this country from the northwestern States will not add greatly to 
the delivered cost percentagewise. 

Any new power development in the Columbia River Basin means that the pres- 
ent favorable power rates can he maintained, and the removal of the strategic 
silicon carbide industry to Canada is unnecessary. 

Cement.—There are at present six cement plants in Washington, three in 
Oregon, and one in Idaho. The rated annual capacity of these 10 plants is ap- 
proximately 9,000,000 barrels of finished cement per year. Preliminary figures 
for 1951 indicate a total consumption in those States of approximately 9,150,000 
barrels. As usual, a slight surplus of output is indicated for the Oregon-Wash- 
ington district, but it is taken up by a deficit in Idaho. In addition, Alaska, 
Hawaii, northern California, and northern Nevada absorbed minor portions of 
the output. 

In 1950, in the entire United States, 65 cement plants generated and used 
2,115,000,000 kilowatt-hours of electric energy, and 129 plants purchased from 
other sources 2,877,000,000 kilowatt-hours. The average electric energy used 
pér barrel of cement produced was 22.1 kilowatt-hours. Comparative figures for 
951 are not yet available, but they should show approximately the same require- 
ments per barrel. Hence, about 200,000,000 kilowatt-hours of electric energy will 
be required by the cement industry in the Washington-Oregon-Idaho area. 

Gupsum-perlite—One gypsum plant is in operation near Weiser, Idaho, with 
relatively low power needs . 

Deposits of perlite are abundant in the Columbia River Basin. One is being 
mined near Frieda, Oreg., and another is being developed near Jordan Valley, 
Oreg., but power requirements are not great in processing this light aggregate 
material. 

CONCLUSIONS 


1. The flooding of 93 miles of the Snake River Valley by the Hells Canyon Dam 
would not destroy any appreciable quantity of known mineral wealth. 

2. The dam would make available water transportation and electrical power 
for the mining properties adjacent to and above the reservoir flow line. 

3. The mineral industry in the Columbia River Basin would benefit greatly 
from an additional large source of low-cost power. Establishment of new mining 
and allied industries would inevitably result, involving phosphate, cobalt, mona- 
zite, titanium, and nickel. Further, expansion would be encouraged in the 
aluminum, magnesium, steel, silicon carbide, ferromanganese, ferrotungsten, and 
manganese metal industries, which expansion is directly dependent on a greater 
power ouptut than is now produced in the region. Hells Canyon Dam could 
materially alleviate the power shortage of the mineral industries that prevails in 
the Columbia River Basin. 


Mrs. Bosonr. Any questions at this time? 

(No response. ) 

Mrs. Bosone. Are there any questions on the development of the 
mineral resources of this Nation? If there are no questions, you are 
excused. 

Mr. Buner. I would like to ask one question from the gentleman. 
I was interrupted. I am sorry I didn’t get to hear your statement, 
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but are you aware of the fact that dredging application has been filed 
with the State Land Board in Idaho? 

Mr. Caruson. Yes, sir; lam. 

Mr. Bupcr. Do you know how much the engineers who made the 
application claim they can recover in minerals from dredging ? 

Mr. Caruson. I have a rough idea what they claim can be done. 

Mr. Buper. What is that? 

Mr. Carson. It is in the neighborhood of $380 million worth of 
minerals. 

Mr. Buper. Assuming they are correct, and, of course, we all know 
there is lots of guessing in this mining business, but assuming that 
they are correct, all of the values which could be recovered by dredging 
will be forever lost if this dam is built; is that correct ? 

Mr. Caruson. Yes, unless the water in the dam was reduced. That 
is the only way it could be recovered. 

Mr. Buper. You can’t dredge if there is water in the reservoir ? 

Mr. Carison. That is right. 

Mr. Bupeée. In other words, if you want to come back and ever re- 
cover those minerals, that they claim are in there, you have got to drain 
this reservoir out completely and start all over? 

Mr. Cartson. That would be true. 

Mr. Buper. Thank you. 

Mrs. Bosone. Beginning at 10 o’clock tomorrow morning, we shall 

ar the opponents of the bill. : 

Thank you, Mr. Carlson. 

If there is no objection, we will adjourn at this time. 

(Whereupon, at 12:40 p. m., Monday March 31, 1952, the subeom- 
mittee was adjourned to 10 a. m. Tuesday, April 1, 1952.) 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 1, 1952 


Howse or Representatives, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 o’clock, the Honorable Clair Engle, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Encue. The subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
be in order for the further consideration of H. R. 5743, a bill by our 
colleague, Mr. Murdock, to authorize the Snake River project. 

Mr. Budge is recognized for the purpose of introducing his first 
witness in opposition to the bill. 

Mr. Buner. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, it gives 
me a great deal of pleasure this morning to introduce the chief 
executive of my State. I would like to point out that he represents 
the only State in the Union which has no debt of any kind. 

Mr. Miuer. I beg to inform the gentleman that Nebraska has no 
sales tax, no bond indebtedness, and no income tax. 

Mr. Bunce. Doctor, I am very glad to have Nebraska join Idaho, 
then, in the ranks of the few. 

Incidentally, Governor Jordan spent a good many years down in 
this canyon that we have been talking about; in fact, raised his family 
down there until they were ready to go to high school. I think that 
he probably knows as much about Hells Canyon as any man living, 
and it is a pleasure for me to ask the Governor now to address the 
chairman and the committee. 

Gov. Len B. Jordan, of Idaho. 

Mr. Eneie. Governor, we are happy to have you with us and we 
welcome you before this committee. 

Governor Jorpan. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Enote. If you have a prepared statement you may either read 
the prepared statement or file the prepared statement and summarize 
it as you please. 

Governor Jorpan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
committee. I have not heretofore filed a statement. I have one here 
which I would like to file, with your permission. 

Mr. Eneiz. Without objection, the statement will be made a part 
of the record following the remarks of the Governor. 


STATEMENT OF GOV. LEN JORDAN, STATE OF IDAHO 


Governor Jorpan. Mr. Chairman, members, this is my first appear- 
ance before a congressional committee. I am not ashamed to say to 
you that I am just a little nervous to appear here before such a dis- 


tinguished membership—— 
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Mr. Ener. Make yourself perfectly at ease, Governor. We have a 
very happy, informal atmosphere here, notwithstanding that we dis- 
agree violently at times. It is all in good sport and good fun, I assure 
you. We will be very happy to hear what you have to say. 

Governor Jorpan. Thank you. 

I come here to oppose H. R. 5743 because I believe the majority of 
the people in my State are opposed to this bill. A feeling of nostalgia 
comes over me when I hear the mention of Hells Canyon because, as 
Congressman Budge said, I did spend the major part of 20 years of 
my life in the Snake River Canyon, particularly in that part of it 
known as the Hells Canyon area, but I come here today having dis- 
posed of my ranch holdings in Snake River Canyon. I own no irri- 
gated land in Idaho, I own no stock in Idaho Power Co. The State 
of Idaho is paying my expenses. I have no technical witnesses with 
me who are State employees, and I come to speak for myself and for 
the majority of the people of my State. 

Many resolutions have come to my office opposing this bill, resolu- 
tions from most of the irrigation districts in my State, resolutions 
from the State Grange, from the State federation, the Farm Bureau 
Federation, from numerous other groups, from many chambers of 
commerce and other civil organizations. 

There was a resolution also received which I think represents the 
grass roots, a resolution adopted at the editorial convention of our 
weekly newspapers held in Boise not too long ago, a resolution adopted 
by this group, and they come from all of the 44 counties of the State, 
was opposed to this H. R. 5743. 

I campaigned 2 years ago throughout the length and breadth of 
my State on a very strong States-rights program. I firmly believe 
in it. I believe in States rights and the people have self-government 
at State and local levels insofar as possible. 

Congressman Budge mentioned our State is proud that it is debt- 
free. We are happy and prosperous out in Idaho under a free-enter- 
prise economy. Our industry is largely extractive—land, minerals, 
timber—but still we have some industrial resources and notably within 
the last few years we have made some advances in moving industry 
into the State. 

I am thinking now of a pulp mill at Lewiston, Idaho, to use the 
waste products of the forest. I am thinking of a cobalt seat in the 
land-high valley of Idaho and three new phosphorous plants in the 
southeast part of the State. We have new industry. They are com- 
ing to our State. We are building substantially and permanently to 
develop our resources. 

I think that this bill is a violation of States rights. Snake River is 
the lifeblood of my State. Imagine, if you will, that vast desert area, 
those thirsty, fertile acres, no good for grazing without water, made 
to bloom under the waters of the great Snake River. We are con- 
cerned in Idaho about the stated purpose of this bill, for the Federal 
Government to control and utilize the waters of the great Snake River. 

I am not an engineer. I am not going to talk to you about mego- 
watts, about second-feet; I am not going to talk to you about the 
legalisms of this bill, but I am concerned about what the people in my 
State think, that we have a sizable and substantial interest in the 
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waters of Snake River, along with the other neighboring States where 
the waters originate. 

We would like to see our compacts develop, interstate compacts for 
the proper utilization of this water. We think that is the grass-roots 
way to do it. We are concerned about the paramount rights of the 
Federal Government. We read a lot about it in other cases and in 
other instances, 

It causes us much concern. Frankly, I think some day we must 
resolve a number of these States rights issues in favor of the States, 
if we are to preserve our union of sovereign States. 

I think this bill places a definite limitation on water for irrigation, 
on up-river consumptive use. Now we have 55 million acres of land 
in Idaho; at the present time 214 million of it irrigated. We recognize 
no limits back there for the consumptive use of the waters of this 
river. We have heard testimony presented here—I did yesterday very 
ably—indicating that something over a million more acres are under 
scrutiny now for further irrigation projects, but I insist that that is 
not all of the land that might eventually and not too far in the future 
be brought under irrigation by this stream. 

About every week I sign a bill of applications for water for pump- 
ing, pumping on this desert land. In the aggregate it runs to 120, 
130,000 acres a year; 8 years to make a million acres. That is not 
included, and a lot of this gravity-flow projects, we recognize no limits 
to the up-river consumptive use and think it is entirely possible in a few 
short years we might a utilizing as much more of the waters of this 
stream for irrigation as we are presently using, and in that case we 
think there won’t be enough to justify the building of a high dam. 

If I were to take the short view on this proposition, I might be 
swayed to go along with it because I know the great benefits that would 
accrue to my State by the very spending of that sum of money during 
the construction period. I know there are people in my State who 
look at that side of it as rather the predominating side. I do not in 
the long view. I think we have more to lose by far than we have to 
gain by this bill. 

We think the language of this bill is restrictive; a reasonable and 
equitable amount—section 2. Someone in Washington whose name 
never appears on a ballot is going to decide what is reasonable and 
equitable for the people of Idaho. We think the people of Idaho can 
decide what is reasonable and equitable. 

In contrast to that limitation in the bill, I would like to read the 
clause in the Ox Bow permit for Idaho Power Co. This is the kind 
of language we think should be in such a bill: 

The rights herein granted for the use of the waters, stream bed and other 
lands of the State of Idaho, necessary for the construction and operation of the 
dam and reservoir, are subject to the conditions that the project shall be operated 
in such manner as will not conflict with the future depletion and flow of the 
waters of Snake River and its tributaries, or prevent or interfere with the 
future upstream diversion and use of such water for the irrigation of lands and 
other beneficial consumptive uses in the Snake River watershed. 

We think that certainly places no limit on what can be taken out of 
that river upstream, and that is the kind of language we like. It is 
pretty difficult to adjust our thinking to the restrictive language in the 
bill. I know it plays a very definite part in the feasibility of building 
this dam, to know how much water might finally be available for it. 
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Another point I would like to raise, I am sure it would destroy the 
possibility of slack-water navigation from southern Idaho to the coast. 
A generation ago I did some research toward a masters degree on the 
feasibility of barge transportation on the Columbia River. Plans 
are pretty well consummated at the present time for barge transporta- 
tion up to and 50 miles above Lewiston, Idaho. 

That much barge transportation is desirable, it will tap the greai 
inland empire, the Wheat Belt, the great timber resources of northern 
Idaho inland empire. We think if inland water navigation is im- 
portant, and I believe it is, some consideration should be given to low 
head dams clear to southern Idaho, to the town of Weiser, that might 
permit the movement of more crops from that area, 

Furthermore, some authorities claim that the greatest undeveloped 
copper resources of the Nation lie in this rugged, rough, Hells Canyon 
area—relatively unexplored. There is lots of copper ore there wait- 
ing, held in bondage, shackled, waiting for cheap transportation before 
it can even be exploited. That is a country of no roads, only trails. 
A riverboat up the river once a week, emergency landing strips every 
20 or 30 miles down the river. It is inaccessible. 

These low head dams might solve the fisheries problem. Certainly 
they would add immeasurably to reclamation. The cost, I don’t know 
that any cost estimates have ever been made, but I doubt if a series of 
low head dams from Weiser on down to where they propose to cut 
off, to put the navigation above Lewiston would cost more than the 
construction of this one high dam. 

Of course, that would do away with the storage features claimed, 
and they are substantial for the high dam at Hells Canyon. My 
thinking on that, however, is that if we are going to make storage 
dams, why not go where the river is flooded. The Snake River is 
pretty well regulated, pretty well controlled. It contributes less than 
10 percent of the flow of the main stem and yet it has more storage 
in its upper regions than any part, any tributary, and all the rest of 
the main stem and the southern tributaries put together at the present 
time; some 814 million acre-feet would be increased to 10 million acre- 
feet by the completion of Lucky Peak, in Palisades Reservoir. So it 
is under control and yet the Snake River, of all the tributaries that 
flow into the Columbia, is the one river that has the greatest potential 
for consumptive use, for irrigating the land. 

I think if we need storage, let’s go where the rivers flood. Let’s do 
some flood control along with our storage. 

I believe, too, that the Federal development would result in sub- 
stantial loss of taxes to Idaho and to the Nation, as compared to 
development by tax-paying, free enterprise. I don’t come here to 
argue low dams against high dams, to present a case for private 
power against public power, but I do say we are happy and prosperous 
under a free-enterprise economy. We get substantial revenues from 
these utilities. Utilities in my State pay 25 percent of the ad valorum 
taxes. That includes the railroads. They are the biggest payer. 
Power utilities are second, but about 85 or 90 percent of the people 
in our State are served by private utilities service, and I think they 


are not too unhappy with it. But it would be a substantial loss in 
tax revenue to the State of Idaho if this were a Federal development. 

This Federal financing would either raise taxes or increase the 
Federal debt. The pay-out proposal does not alleviate the immediate 
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burden of financing. It takes money on the barrelhead to build these 
dams. I don’t know what the cost is going to be. We have heard 
.ome figures here, I have read figures about the estimated cost of it 
and I have also read in our Congressional Record the history, the 
experience of the construction by the Department of the Interior that 
runs 25 to 300 percent over their estimates. 

Out in Idaho there are many people that speak of this as a billion- 
dollar project. It is a lot of money. Maybe it is too high. Maybe 
it is not enough. 

Congress has already committed some $31 billion in the Columbia 
River Basin for the completion of projects that are already authorized 
or under construction. There, again, that figure is estimates which 
were made sometime ago when costs were certainly lower than they are 
now. We have a difficult time at the State level in financing the 
essential functions of State government and of local government; 
30 percent of our income in Idaho comes back to the Federal Govern- 
ment. We havea difficult time. People are at the point of revolt in 
the paying of more taxes. People turn down bond issues in my State 
for projects that should by all means be built because they won't vote 
themself any more taxes. 

Another thing I don’t like about this bill: Under its provisions 
Idaho would be forced into a State power authority in order to protect 
its reservation of power. That, again, I think is a violation of State 
rights. It is a question of constitutionality in my State whether that 
could be done, wheather the credit of the State could be pledged for such 
an enterprise. 

And I cannot agree, and most of the people in my State cannot 
agree, to the mandatory public-power saeiabiaaws that we would have 
to live under, if we did create this State authority to utilize the 
kilowatts alloted to Idaho. 

Another question that puzzles me—and I am not an engineer—the 
Department of the Interior’s estimate of down-river power benefits 
seems to be a variable figure, sometimes nebulous, sometimes actual, 
but I do know that it is not accepted by other competent engineers 
not employed by the Department. 

I do know that it is predicated upon the completion down river of 
a whole string of dams. Bonneville is built, Dalles and McNary are 
under construction, John Day is authorized, still to be built; it is 
predicated upon the completion of four lower Snake River dams, the 
Ice Harbor, lower Monumental, Little Goose, lower Granite, and it is 
further predicated upon not too much depletion upstream. That is 
the essential part that I am thinking of. 

Our goal in Idaho is to dry that river up at the Hells Canyon site, 
to use 1t all on the land. We know that is a practical impossibility 
because of the return flow to the river, but that is our goal, and we 
recognize no limitation on that use. 

The high dam would inundate possibly some minerals; I don’t know 
how much there is pending now before the State land board, of which 
I am president. There are applications from a Boise placer engineer, 
in which he estimates that he can recover some $170,000,000 in values, 
strategic metals from the bed of that river. His proposal indicates 
that it would require 10 dredges 18 years to make this recovery. His 
application is still pending. We don’t propose to act on it until we 
have further proof to substantiate his claims. He has made some in- 
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vestment in arriving at that figure before he filed his application. I 
am not here to say the mineral is there. I am not saying they are not 
there. It would be inundated by a high dam. 

Another point I don’t know that has been mentioned here: T am 
not qualified to speak on it, but a high dam certainly would offer a 
prime target for sabotage or by direct attack by an alien enemy. 
Maybe this dam is bombproof, maybe the powerhouses are bomb- 
proof or the generating facilities cannot be sabotaged or blown up. 
I don’t know the effect of modern explosives. I don’t know that we 
have reached the ultimate in the destructive forces that science can 
make for that purpose, but I do know that a series of low-head dams 
would certainly spread the risk and I don’t like the thought of our 
down-river towns, our communities, under the threat of that high wall 
of water should a dam be destroyed. 

Finally, I am a member of the Columbia Basin Interagency Com- 
mittee, a committee set up in the Columbia Basin to represent the 
various Federal agencies of the Government and the Governors and 
some State officials of the several States. On that committee we are 
supposed to make recommendations to the Congress, to make recom- 
mendations to whoever is interested, on what we consider a compre- 
hensive plan for the development of the Columbia Basin. It is very 
informative. 

I enjoy going there. We don’t agree altogether. We have some 
rather bitter disagreements, but I will say to you, ladies and gentle- 
men here today, that never at any time has H. R. 5743 ever been con- 
sidered or approved by the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee, 
who certainly should be consulted, as they represent the agencies on 
the ground. 

Now the Governors on that committee, and we are pretty well in 
agreement, generally speaking, think for flood co™trol, as I have said, 
that we should go where the floodwaters originate; to the clear wa- 
ter, the Acoutenai, and Clarks Fork; no irrigable lands on those 
streams. That is where the floods come from that go to the main 
stem of the Columbia. They don’t come out of the Snake River. 

We think for storage and flood we should use those rivers most cer- 
tainly ahead of storage on Snake River, which is already the best pro- 
vided of any of the tributaries of the Columbia, and we think, for 
power, the sites closest to the load centers should be developed. 

Certainly the load centers that are crying for power are down on 
the industrial coast. They are in Idaho; not in the southern part of 
the State. We are very ably supplied with power there. 

Why not, if we want power, go to where the load centers are? 

Summing up, I might brag a little about my State. The people 
are progressive, thrifty, loyal, and patriotic. We have been called 
rugged individualists out in Idaho. We are proud of it and don’t 
mind being called that, but when I look at this project, when I look 
at the prospect of building this great Hells Canyon Dam at an un- 
known cost, with unknown benefits, as I see them, it seems to me very 
much, if I might use an expression from the range country, like we 
were putting a $200 saddle on a $50 horse. 

Thank you. 

(The statement is as follows:) 





HELLS CANYON DAM 505 


STATEMENT OF GOVERNOR LEN JORDAN TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND 
RECLAMATION OF THE HoUse COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS ON 
H. R. 5743 


My name is Len Jordan. I am Governor of the sovereign State of Idaho. 

I wish to state my opposition to H. R. 5743 which, among other things, would 
authorize the building of Hells Canyon Dam by the Department of the Interior. 

While my purpose in coming here is primarily concerned with how this pro- 
posed project affects my State, I have a very personal interest in this section of 
Snake River. 

In private life, I have been a stockman and rancher. For 20 years prior to 
1945, most of my life was spent in the Snake River Canyon between the pro- 
posed Hel's Canyon site and Lewiston, Idaho. For several years prior to 1932 
I was employed by a large livestock company operating along a 40-mile stretch 
of the river on the Oregon side. 

As foreman for that company, I recall that we operated a shearing plant at 
Salmon Bar which is at the confluence of the Salmon and Snake Rivers. We 
sheared 10,000 sheep at this plant which was located within a mile of the pro- 
posed Nez Perce Dam site downstream and also within a mile of the proposed 
Mountain Sheep site upstream, We had a similar shearing plant downstream 
20 miles at Cache Creek. The wool went down to Lewiston by river boat and 
supplies came up river by boat. 

In 19382 we moved up the river and across to the Idaho side and bought our 
own ranch which we operated until 1943, when we disposed of all our Snake 
River holdings and livestock. This ranch is just downriver from the proposed 
Hell's Canyon site. 

It was on the ranch that we raised our family of three children until the 
oldest was ready for high school. Our home ranch was 86 miles above Lewiston 
by boat. There are no roads and no schools. It is a wonderful country—wild 
and rugged—rich in natural range grasses and with vast bodies of ore, prin- 
cipally copper, awaiting development and transportation. 

For the record, I should like to state that at the present time I do not have 
any ranch holdings in the Snake River Canyon; I do not own any irrigated 
land in Idaho; nor do I own any stock in Idaho Power Co. Moreover, my 
expenses to this hearing are being paid by the State of Idaho whose interest I 
propose to represent. 

Since some of my constituents, as proponents of this bill, have testified at 
this hearing that they speak for a majority of Idaho’s people, I have only this 
to say: 

Two years ago I campaigned vigorously in every town, village, and corner of 
my State. My campaign was then, and is now, a campaign for States’ rights 
as opposed to centralized bureaucratic control by the Federal Government. I 
campaigned for self-government at the State and local level. I am a strong 
believer in States’ rights and in the rights of sovereign States to enter compacts 
for the development of a regional resource. And I have stated from one end 
of my State to the other, that I believe in keeping the Government out of business 
as a competitor of taxpaying competitive enterprises. 

I was elected by a substantial majority and I feel it is my duty to be here 
and speak for the people who honored me with their confidence and trust. I 
would be derelict in my duty if I did not oppose H. R. 5743 which violates so 
many of the principles for which I stand and on which I was elected. 

My office has been flooded with resolutions opposing this bill from our farm 
organizations, the State Granges, and the Farm Bureau Federation; from many 
chambers of commerce and other civic organizations; from practically all of 
the irrigation districts in Idaho, and last, but not least, from the State conven- 
tion of weekly newspaper editors who reflect the grass-roots thinking of the 
people in all of the 44 counties of Idaho. 

I know it is an unusual occurrence for the Governor of a State to come to 
Washington and tell a committee of Congress that we do not want Federal 
millions for a project upon which might finally be spent much more or even 
double the amount of the present assessed valuation of our entire State. If I 
were to take the short view, I fear that my judgment would be overwhelmed by 
the prospect of the temporary benefits that would accrue to our economy during 
the construction of this project. The 8 years required in construction would 
bring new money and local prosperity to many people in my State. 
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Idaho is happy and prosperous under a free-enterprise economy. Our indus- 
try is largely extractive and we do need plants to process our raw materials 
and stabilize employment throughout the year. Our progress is substantial and 
permanent. Recent industrial development includes a pulp mill at Lewiston, 
cobalt mines in Lembi County, and three large phosphate plants in southeastern 
Idaho. We have no power shortages in this area which is served by privately 
owned power. 

Perhaps we are a conservative State. At least we are debt free—our citizens 
do not believe in the alchemy of spending today and paying tomorrow or next 
year or leaving the bills for the next generation. We pay as we go and we like 
it that way. 

I am opposed to H. R. 5743 for the following reasons which I shall first 
enumerate : . 

(1) It is a direct violation of States’ rights. 

(2) It places a definite limit on consumptive use. 

(3) It would destroy possibility of slack-water navigation from southern 
Idaho to the coast. 

(4) Federal development would result in loss of taxes to Idaho and to the 
Nation as compared to development by taxpaying private enterprise. 

(5) It would inundate mineral resources. 

(6) It would add to the Federal debt. (Taxes must be cut.) 

(7) It offers prime target for sabotage or direct attack by an alien enemy 

(8) Idaho would be forced into a State power authority to protect its reser- 
vation of power. 

(9) The Department of Interior’s estimate of the down-river power benefits 
is a nebulous variable not fully accepted by other competent engineers not 
employed by the Government. 

(10) Ihe Columbia Basin Interagency Committee has never endorsed and 
does not now endorse the Interior Department plan for building Hells Canyon 


Dam. 
1. IT IS A DIRECT VIOLATION OF STATE'S RIGHTS 


Snake River is the lifeblood of Idaho. Most of its waters originate within 
our boundaries. The water and the land are inseparable, for without water 
the great Snake River plains and valleys would return to desert. Idaho claims 
a substantial interest in Snake River. In fact, we think of it as our river. 

The preamble of the bill states: “That for the purposes of controlling and 
utilizing the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries for beneficial objects. 
including generation of hydroelectric power and energy, * * * navigation 
and flood control, * * *. 

No mention is made of irrigation or reclamation. 

My disagreement with such a statement of purpose is complete and absolute. 
I insist that the waters of the Snake River belong to the several States in 
which these waters originate in direct proportion to the amount that each State 
contributes to the stream flow. 

I do not agree that the rights of the Federal Government are paramount to 
the rights of the States. 

I claim that the States are entitled to appropriate and develop Snake River 
as determined by interstate compact agreements, and in accordance with the 
constitution and statutes of the States. 

This water question is one of several issues involving States’ rights that must 
= resolved in favor of the States if we are to preserve our Union of sovereign 
States. 

H. R. 5743 is an administration bill. It did not originate in Congress. It 
was authored by the Department of Interior and was introduced under orders 
from the executive department. 

This must be what Secretary Chapman had in mind last November 29 when 
he was quoted as saying at a Portland, Oreg., press interview: “I think we 
all still believe in a CVA. * * * JT think the question is how fast we can 
pus’; it.” 

The viger with which the Department is pushing this bill might indicate 
that this is the back door approach to a Columbia Valley Authority. 

Idahoans are opposed to this philosophy. Every candidate who has openly 
espoused a CVA in Idaho has been soundly defeated at the polls. 
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2. IT PLACES A DEFINITE LIMIT ON CONSUMPTIVE USE 


I object to this definite limitation in section 2. There are about 55 million 
acres in Idaho, of which about 2'%-million are presently under irrigation. 
While most of Idaho is rough and mountainons, it is not unreasonable to assume 
that at least twice the acreage now irrigated will, in a few years, be reclaimed. 
When that goal is achieved, the annual flow of Snake River will be depleted by 
about 50 percent of its present water. 

In Idaho our farmers are changing rapidly from a hay and grain rotation to 
the more intensive cultivation of row crops which do require more water. 

Moreover, we must not overlook the fact that more water must be available 
than is needed for the normal or average water year in order to be certain of 
enough for the critical year. 

In contrast to the limiting language in section 2, I quote from the permit 
granted by the State of Idaho to Idaho Power Co. for Oxbow Dam: 

“The rights herein granted for the use of the waters, stream bed, and other 
lands of the State of Idaho necessary for the construction and operation of the 
dam and reservoir are subject to the condition that the project shall be operated 
in such manner as will not conflict with future depletion in flow of the waters 
of Snake River and its tributaries, or prevent or interfere with the future up- 
stream diversion and use of such waters, for the irrigation of lands and other 
beneficial consumptive uses in the Snake River watershed.” 

This limitation was placed in the Oxbow permit with the consent of the 
Idaho Power Co. 


8. IT WOULD DESTROY POSSIBILITY OF SLACK-WATER NAVIGATION FROM SOUTHERN 
IDAHO TO THE COAST 


A generation ago I did some research toward a master’s degree on the feasibil- 
ity of barge transportation on the Columbia. Plans are already consummated 
for navigation from tidewater to a point 50 miles above Lewiston, Idaho. 

A thorough investigation should be made as to the feasibility of a series of 
low-head dams to extend navigation to southern Idaho. The elevation at 
Weiser, Idaho, is 2,040 feet, at Lewiston, about 700 feet. 

A tremendous tonnage could develop by such a program and still utilize the 
full run of the river for electric power. 

Some authorities claim that the greatest undeveloped copper resources of the 
Nation lie in the area between Weiser and Lewiston. This development will 
never take place without transportation. The great potential wealth of this area 
is shackled and held in bondage for lack of cheap transportation. 

The cost of a series of low-head dams to accomplish this purpose has, to my 
knowledge, never been estimated. I offer it as an alternate for high-dam develop- 
ment and I urge that a thorough study be made. 

This proposal offers a solution to the fisheries problem, and the recreation 
possibilities are unlimited. 

Such a low-head development would eliminate the fiood-control advantages 
claimed for high-head development. As a matter of fact, the Snake River, which 
contributes not more than 10 percent of the flow of the Columbia, is already 
well developed in this respect. Present storage up river in irrigation reservoirs 
is about 8% million acre-feet, which will increase to 10 million acre-feet with 
completion of Lucky Peak and Palisades, now under construction. 

Thus, of all the tributaries of the Columbia River, the Snake is already 
pretty well regulated. My contention is that, to properly achieve flood control, 
attention should be given to develop storage where floodwaters. originate, such 
as the Salmon, Clearwater, Kootenai, and Clarks Fork. 


4. FEDERAL DEVELOPMENT WOULD RESULT IN LOSS OF TAXES TO IDAHO AND TO THE 
NATION AS COMPARED TO DEVELOPMENT BY TAXPAYING PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 


While I do not intend to explore in detail the public-versus-private power 
controversy, my opinion is that, so far as Idaho is concerned, our State derives 
substantial revenues from our privately owned public utilities. I do not sub- 
scribe to the proposition that tax-exempt power is necessarily cheap power. 
Someone must pay the tax bill. If our resources are developed by tax-exempt 
agencies, then the tax burden to be carried by taxpayers is increased by the 
amount of the exemptions granted. 
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I feel that I must be consistent. The Federal Government owns about two- 
thirds of the area of Idaho. Within this Federal ownership are great timber, 
grazing, and mineral resources. 

Lumber products are high. Meat prices are high. Strategic metals are hich. 

Assuming under Federal development an efficiency comparable to that of 
private industry, why should not the Federal Government operate lumber 
mills, raise beef and lambs, mine and refine minerals and develop oil properties? 

The same arguments used for tax-exempt public-power development might 
be applied to the Federal production of other consumer goods and thus spread 
the benefits to more people. The answer is,,of course, that someone must carry 
the tax burden ; someone must pay the bill. 


5. HELLS CANYON HIGH DAM WOULD INUNDATE MINERAL RESOURCES 


At the present time, there is pending before the State land board, of which I 
am President, an application by a Boise placer engineer to dredge Snake River 
in the Hells Canyon area. The applicant estimates values to be recovered of 
about $170,000,000, consisting of monazite, zircon, garnet, chrome ore, uranium 
ore for about 20 percent of the total with the remaining SO percent in ilmenite 
and magnetic iron values, 

Applicant estimates further that 10 Lionel dredges would be occupied for 18 
years in this dredging operation with a required capital investment of 
$10,000,000. 

No action has been taken by the board on this application pending further 
proof that these values do exist. 


6. FEDERAL FINANCING WOULD EITHER RAISE TAXES OR ADD TO THE FEDERAL DEBT 


The pay out proposal for financing this project still does not alleviate the 
immediate burden of financing. I need not remind you gentlemen on this com- 
mittee that taxpayers are fast reaching the point of open rebellion against fur- 
ther tax increases. The people of Idaho are paying in Federal taxes each year 
a sum equal to about 40 percent of total assessed valuation, 

The problem of financing the essential functions of State and local govern- 
ment is becoming increasingly difficult. I contend that there is a bottom to 
the barre] that supplies tax revenues—that we are near to the saturation point 
in taxation—that taxes cannot be further increased at this time. 

Furthermore, a total of more than $3 billion in projects in the Columbia 
River Basin are now either under construction or authorized by Congress. 
To accomplish what has already been approved will present a real problem in 
finance. % 


7. HIGH DAMS OFFER A PRIME TARGET FOR SABOTAGE OR DIRECT ATTACK BY AN 
ALIEN ENEMY 


Ten years ago this fact would receive small consideration. Today we must 
not discount the possibility of such an attack. A series of low-head dams at 
least spread the risk. 

I do not know the effectiveness of present day explosives on such a project. 
Nor do I believe that the science of destruction has been fully developed. The 
sudden release of a great storage of water would do inestimable damage. 

8. UNDER H. R. 5743 IDAHO WOULD BE FORCED INTO A STATE POWER AUTHORITY IN 
ORDER TO PROTECT ITS RESERVATION OF POWER 


Again this is a violation of States’ rights. The evils of bureaucracy can be 
equally bad at any level of government. 

I cannot agree to the mandatory public power preference provisions that would 
be forced upon us. Knowing somewhat the temperament of Idaho legislatures, 
I doubt that such a proposal would be acceptable. I think I can safely say that 
the State of Idaho has no intention or desire to enter the power business under 
restrictions demanded by the Federal Government. 

Furthermore, there is a question of State constitutionality as to whether the 
State could pledge its credit for such an enterprise. 
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9, THE DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR’S ESTIMATE OF THE DOWN RIVER POWER BENEFITS 
IS A NEBULOUS VARIABLE NOT FULLY ACCEPTED BY OTHER COMPETENT ENGINEERS 
NOT EMPLOYED BY THE GOVERNMENT 
Iam not an engineer. Technical advisers to the Governors do not agree with 

the amount of power calculated by Interior for the firming up of down-river plants 

by storage from Hells Canyon. : 

There is strong evidence that the additional cost of the down-river potential, 
whatever it may be, could actually be supplied at a cheaper cost by steam 
generation. 

Certainly, this proposition requires further investigation. 

The Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee has never endorsed and does 
not now endorse the Interior Department plan for building Hells Canyon Dam 


at this time. 
Of all the tributaries of the Columbia, the Snake River undoubtedly has the 


brightest future for beneficial use for irrigation. This use must always have 
priority over power. 

The States’ representatives on the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee, 
particularly the governors, cannot agree that Hells Canyon should be built 
before many other less controversial sites such as Libby, Paradise, and Glacier 
View. 

For flood control, why not go to streams that contribute the floodwaters? 

For storage, why not develop reservoirs on the rivers that have no future 
prospect of use for irrigation and reclamation? 

And for power, why not develop sites closer to the load centers? 

These are some of the questions that the governors ask to be answered. 

The Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee is supposed to be a committee 
composed of Federal agencies and State representatives to work out basin prob- 
lems and recommend to Congress a plan of development. In the case of Hells 
Canyon, the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency has not acted. I might say that H. R. 
5748 is being pushed by Interior without regard to the fact that Columbia Basin 
Inter-Agency committee has made no recommendation. It would appear then, 
that this committee is supposed to say “Yes”, or be ignored. 

Mr. Enete. Governor, if you will remain a minute or two, I am 
sure some members of the committee want to ask you some questions. 

I was ac lagay ana attracted by the statement which you make at 
page 5 relating to your argument that this measure is a direct violation 
of States’ rights; in which you state that the Snake River is the life- 
blood of Idaho, and most of its waters originate within the boundaries 
of Idaho; the water and the land are inseparable; that Idaho claims 
a substantial interest in the Snake River, and you recite the preamble 
of the bill as it refers to controlling and utilization of the water of 
the Snake River, and mention the provisions of section 2. 

Now, with reference to the controlling of the Snake River, I would 
assume that the Federal Government has the power to control the 
navigable stream for certain purposes under the commerce clause of 
the Constitution, and the Supreme Court has held that to some extent 
the use of water by a State is subservient to the exercise of Constitu- 
tional power. 

There has been one exception made to that in what was called the 
O’Mahoney amendment, in what I believe is the Flood Control Act 
of 1944, in which all uses under the commerce clause, or all actions 
under the commerce laws of the Constitution by the Federal Govern- 
ment, was made subservient to uses for irrigation and domestic uses. 
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That provision, however, only applies to the specific projects men- 
tioned in that legislation, of which this is not one, so gre that 
with reference to the controlling of a navigable stream—and in this 
particular instance the Federal Siovienmneat has the power under the 
commerce clause of the Constitution to exercise control and to the 
extent that it exercises control under its constitutional power, what- 
ever uses are made are subservient to the exercise of that constitu- 
tional authority, but the utilization of water, as distinguished from 
its control, is something entirely different, and it has always been my 
view that the utilization of water as distinguished from its contro! 
under the commerce clause of the Constitution, is a matter within the 
purview of State law, and the Supreme Court has time and time again 
said that the States are the owners of the water resources which orig- 
inate within their boundaries, and I believe that the Supreme Court 
would sustain the statement that you make on page 5, that the waters 
of the Snake River belong to the several States in which these waters 
originate in direct proportion to the amount that each State con- 
tributes to the stream flow. 

The Supreme Court wouldn’t follow that language specifically ; 
it would follow it in its general tenor. Those things have been liti- 
gated in the Supreme Court and the Supreme Court has stated that 
so far as title to water is concerned, it is vested in the respective States. 

You refer to section 2. As I read section 2, section 2 provides that 
the operation of the Hells Canyon division shall be only such as does 
not contemplate the present beneficial consumptive uses valid under 
State law, and does not conflict with any future depletion of stream 
flows arising from upstream diversions for beneficial uses under 
State law, and then there attaches two conditions, which boil down 
to one and the same thing, and appear to me to try to leave in the 
Federal Government a determination of the reasonableness of up- 
stream diversions for beneficial consumptive use; it leaves that 
determination of reasonableness to a Federal agency. 

I made this statement here the other day, that that was my inter- 
pretation of that language. Since then, some of the attorneys for 
the Interior Department have contended that because of the pro- 
visions, the particular provisions of Utah law, that those two condi- 
tions mentioned in section 2 amount to a limitation on the Federal 
power under this act, rather than conditions which in effect give to the 

‘ederal Government the power to determine whether or not the future 
upstream uses of water, after the building of this project, are rea- 
sonable. 

Mrs. Bosone. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Enate. Let me complete in just a minute. 

I assume, Governor, that perhaps you are not in a position to discuss 
the legal aspects of this question, and if you want, I am going to 
defer what I have to say about that particular matter and the par- 
ticular question I have to ask on it until a later witness. 

I see that Mr. Fred Taylor, who is an attorney for the Boise Valley 
water users, will be a witness and I will ask Mr. Budge, will it be his 
purpose to discuss those particular legal questions that I have now 
alluded to# If he does, assuming the governor 

Governor Jorpan. I am not an attorney. I would prefer to pass 
the legalisms on to someone qualified in that line and we have them, 
Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Encore. With the understanding that later witnesses are going 
to comment on that same subject matter, I would reserve that question, 
but in the light of the fact that they are going to come—— 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state that Mr. Taylor 
is here. He is an attorney. We are going to try and get him on this 
morning because he has to leave Washington this afternoon. Mr. 
R. P. Perry, of Twin Falls, Idaho, is also here. He is an eminent 
authority on water law. He has appeared before this committee sev- 
eral other times, and I believe that the question as to the limitation 
there would probably best be reserved for Mr. Perry, because he has 
gone into that for a number of years. 

Mr. Encore. Thank you, Mr. Budge. I am not going to press the 
subject matter with the governor, except to add this for the benefit 
of those future witnesses so that they can be prepared to discuss it. 
It is my belief that the Federal Government has no title to water 
and, therefore, the Congress has no power to give title to water or 
to give control over water which is in conflict with State law, and if 
the provisions of section 2 have for their purpose the establishment 
of some kind of power by the Federal Government over the water 
resources of Utah or Idaho, I do not believe that it can be done. 

Later I want to talk a little bit about that, but I will defer that now 
in the light of what has been said to these legal witnesses, who will 
come along, and Mr. Redden, do you have a question or two? 

Mr. Reppen. I would like to ask the Governor a question or two. 

Governor, I would like to observe, to start with, that coming from 
the South I have no objection to your position on State rights. You 
know that is a very important question down there, occasionally. But 
I was interested in your comments about one reason that some people: 
were assigning as to why a high dam should not be built ; namely, that 
so many men might be destroyed by the high dam if it were sabotaged. 
I don’t assume you would advocate such a policy as that because that 
would destroy all progress if you followed it to its ultimate con- 
clusion, wouldn't it ? 

Governor Jorpan., Not necessarily. J didn’t speak as an authority 
on the subject. The question has been raised by a good many of my 
constituents. We are concerned about the settlements downriver, if 
they are in danger, so I just toss it out. 

Mr. Reppen. What I mean was, if you said, “Well, we shouldn't 
build a high dam here because if we should go to war and some enemy 
dropped a bomb, or some saboteur slipped in there and put a stick of 
dynamite in there, it would destroy lots of things below.” 

You could apply that to a large building, large factory, or large 
community center. You would have to robles yourself to where an 
enemy couldn't get to you and if he did he wouldn’t do much damage, 
if vou followed that reasoning through. 

Governor Jorpan. With this difference, Congressman: If a high 
head of water were released upstream in that narrow gorge or canyon 
it would —— clean everything out to the coast. That wouldn't 
be true if it were a public building. Certainly you have more to 
consider here. 

Mr. Reppen. You don’t assign that as a good sound reason why this 
project should not be approved or should be? 

Governor Jorpan. I won’t argue with you on this. I leave it with 
you. 
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Mr. Reppen. I didn’t understand you to say you advocate that argu- 
ment. You said it had been discussed to some extent. 

Governor Jorpan. That is right. 

Mr. Reppen. Now I, of course, assume that you are in favor of fully 
developing the resources of your State. 

Governor Jorpan. Oh, yes, indeed. 

Mr. Reppen. It is a question of in what manner and by whom, I 
suppose. 

Governor Jorpan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Reppen. Is it true that the project proposed by the private 
power company would only utilize one-half, or appuvieanely one- 
half of the possibilities of that river? 

Governor Jorpan. I don’t think so, Congressman. There are tech- 
nical witnesses representing groups in my State who are available 
here today, well qualified to answer that question. 

Mr. Reppen. It has been testified here, as I recall, that the public 
power project, Hells Canyon project, so-called, would create one mil- 
lion, one or two hundred thousand kilowatts, whereas the private 
power would create approximately five hundred thousand kilowatts. 

Do you know whether that is correct or not ? 

Governor Jorpan. I don’t know, sir. That is out of my field. 

Mr. Reppen. Assuming that to be true, then, vou would have less 
than half of the possibilities there forever eliminated from public use, 
wouldn’t you, if private power 

Governor Jorpan. I don’t assume it to be true. 

Mr. Reppen. I know you don’t and really I don’t. I don’t know. 
But if it is true, then you would have just half of your river possibili- 
ties there in terms of kilowatts, eliminated forever from public use, 
wouldn't you? If that is true—— 

Governor Jorpan. Now, the upstream depletion enters into this 
thing. That is predicated on a certain flow, the figures they have 
come out with are predicated on a certain flow of the river and I don’t 
think it has taken ample consideration of upriver depletion. 

Mr. Reppen. I asked a hypothetical question anyway. I don’t know 
whether it is or not, but we have had a few hypothetical questions 
asked here and I just wondered, if it turned out to be true, that only 
around half a million kilowatts are developed by private industry, 
private power and more than a million by public power, which would 
you choose / 

Governor Jorpan. Of course, I would stand for the best develop- 
ment of my State, but on your figures, exactly on your figures, of closer 
variation, anything within reasonable difference, I would certainly go 
with private development. 

Mr. Reppen. Now, of course, I think you will agree to this, that the 
power would be considerably cheaper in terms of kilowatts to the 
consumer if the public project were constructed, as against the private. 
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Governor Jorpan. No, I don’t agree to that, Congressman. Iam not 
at all sure that public power, generally s eaking—and I didn’t come 
here to debate public and private power—but I am not at all sure that 
it is cheaper in the long run, because it pays no taxes. 

Mr. Reppen. I wasn't thinking of that. I was thinking purely in 
terms of kilowatts, of what one would charge for a kilowatt over the 
other. Simply in terms of kilowatts there would be cheaper power. 

Governor Jorpan. I am not sure that is correct. I wouldn't say 
it is. 

Mr. Reppen. It has been testified that there would be a right sub- 
stantial difference. As a matter of fact, I recall a difference of about 
half. 

If there is a substantial difference, whether it be half, third, fourth 
or what not, that difference would naturally be attractive to outside 
industry, don’t you think? 

Governor Jorpan. Apparently it hasn’t stopped industry from 
coming into our State. I would say that. We have phosphate plants 
in the southeastern part of the State, willing to pay the rates that are 
asked. 

Mr. Reppen. Of course, you have lots of good assets out there besides 
cheap or high power, I realize that, but I wonder if you wouldn't feel 
that that so-called cheap power, based on kilowatt hours, would be 
attractive to outside industry ? 

Governor Jorpan. I think there are other factors to consider there, 
Congressman. The great Detroit area, as I recall, was developed at 
about a 6-mill rate. I think industr Vv is going where they have trans- 
portation, where they have raw materials and markets. I think the 
cost of the kilowatts is incidental. It is only a very fractional part 
of their total considerations. 

Mr. Reppen. Of course, a large industry would run into thousands 
of dollars per month in expenditures for power, and, of course, if that 
were cut in half, by whatever means, it would be an attractive propo- 
sition. 

Governor Jorpan. Yes. Again, that is a hypothetical question. 

Mr. Reppen. I want to ask you on this question of irrigation that 
has been raised here; I don’t know too much about irrigation because 
our trouble in my section of the world is too much water. We never 
worry about not enough water. Every mountain valley has a stream 
in it that takes care of the valley so we don’t have much trouble with 
water. I sympathize with folks that do have and I certainly don’t 
want to do anything or vote for anything that would disturb the irri- 
gation possibilities materially of your State. 

There seems to be some who contend that this would not materially 
disturb irrigation and some who contend that it would. 

Governor Jorpan. Yes. That is the cleavage. 

Mr. Reppen. I will say I don’t know. But let’s assume that this 
Hells Canyon project would not materially disturb irrigation. Would 
that tend to create a feeling in your mind that it would be a worth- 
while project ? 
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Governor Jorpan. Congressman, you are asking me hypothetical] 
questions that I can’t adjust my thinking on, because I believe it 
would affect irrigation. 

Mr. Reppen. You think it would? 

Governor Jorpan. Yes. I sincerely think that irrigation would be 
in danger. 

Mr. Reppen. I say maybe. I don’t know. And I don’t suppose 
anyone, except an engineer or someone technically qualified woul: 
know. Now, on the assumption that the dam Seat aed harm irriga- 
tion, then what effect would that have upon your decision in the 
problem ¢ 

Governor Jorpan. I am not taking that position, Congressman. It 
is hard for me to put myself in that position. 

Mr. Reppen. I can understand that. I just want to know how you 
feel. I don’t want to press you. 

Mr. Eneie. Thank you very much, Mr. Redden. 

The Chair has just been advised that the Governor will be here to- 
morrow, but there are two or three technical witnesses who want to 
get away tonight. I wonder if we could have unanimous consent that 
further examination of the Governor be postponed until tomorrow 
morning, when he will be here, and weailoni for questions by the 
committee, in order to hear the technical witnesses who have to leave 
and for their convenience. Is there any objection? Without objec- 
tion, that will be the order of the committee and, Governor, I under- 
stand you will be here tomorrow morning. I think some others will 
want to ask a question or two. 

Governor Jorpan. I hadn't planned to be here, Mr. Chairman, but 
I will stay over if there are questions that anyone wants to ask. 

Mr. Enoxe. That would be very fine. Is that agreeable with you? 

Mr. Bupee. I haven’t conferred with the Governor. I didn’t know 
his plans. The next three witnesses will all plan to leave Washington 
this afternoon. I think their statements could be relatively short. 

The technical people will come on later and there are people who will 
answer questions that Mr. Redden has propounded. ‘The only thing 
is, if the examination of the Governor is going to be quite lengthy on 
some of these matters, I would like to have these other people on. If 
it isn’t going to be lengthy, then, of course, he wants to get back, too. 
Do you plan to leave today? 

Governor Jorpan. I am in a hurry. I had planned to leave if 
possible. This is what I came back here for and I will remain if 
necessary. 

Mr. Enaue. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Eneie. We will ask for unanimous consent that the Governor 
be retained 15 minutes for questions, that each of the following three 
witnesses be given 15 minutes apiece, including the questions which 
may be directed to them. Is there any objection? If not, we will 
—— In deference to the special interest of the gentleman from 

daho, Mr. Budge, the Chair will recognize him first and then come 
back to the ranking members in order. 

Mr. Bunce. I have just one question that IT would like to ask the 
Governor. 
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Isn’t it true that at the present time all of the States that are in- 
terested in this matter are negotiating a compact to determine the 
rights of the individual States to waters in these rivers? 

Governor Jorpan. That is correct, Congressman. Idaho has a com- 
pact commission, as have the neighboring States. We have these 
compact commissions, and they have had several meetings. 

By the way, Mr. Perry, who is here as a witness, is chairman of the 
Idaho Compact, Interstate Compact Commission. 

Mr. Buper. That is the only question I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enews. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Governor, on page 4, you set out about 10 direct reasons 
as to why you oppose this legislation and I want to say in the begin- 
ning that I certainly do respect your views; whether I agree with 
vou or not finally, of course, I certainly do not know at this time, be- 
cause frankly I don’t know whether I am going to support this bill or 
not. There are many questions I want cleared up in my mind, but I 
would like to ask you about two points that you raised. 

One: No. 6. You said it beste! add to the Federal debt ; taxes must 
be cut. 

You do know, as a matter of fact, that this is a reimbursible project, 
I believe, up to 90 percent. 

Governor Jorpan. That is right. 

Mr. Morris. Therefore, it eventually would not cost the Government 
anything up to that point at least, as I understand it. It would be 
ne n other words, it is in the nature of a loan, and not a 
grant. 

Governor Jorpan. That is the assumption of the pay-out, but it still 
would require money at this time to finance the project. 

Mr. Morris. It would at this time, no question about that. 

Governor Jorpan. When this money is in short supply, hard to get, 
tax money. 

Mr. Morris. I take it you do know that in regard to our general 
finances that 8714 percent of the budget that President Truman 
recommended to the Congress this year, of 85.4 million dollars; that 
87.5 percent of it goes for wars, either past, present, or prospective. 
In other words, our present defense, only 1214 percent goes for every- 
thing else, including all irrigation projects, all reclamation, flood 
control, salaries of all officials, running all departments, everything 
isrun on 121% cents out of every dollar. 

Are you acquainted with that ? 

Governor Jorpan. I didn’t know that, Congressman. I knew the 
percentage was relatively high. 

Mr. Morris. That is true and I have a breakdown in my pocket on 
that. I have made a study of that and that is true. 

Now getting back to the proposition of the loss of taxes, in point 4, 
page 4, you say this: Federal development would result in loss of 
taxes to Idaho and to the Nation, as compared to development by tax- 
paying private enterprise. 

I would just like to make this observation in regard to that point: 
Out in my home district in Oklahoma, about 2 years ago, there was 
an application filed by what was known as Western Electric, which 
was an organization comprised of 11 of the REA cooperatives in 
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Oklahoma. They had an application for $12,500,000 to put in a 
steam generating plant near Anadarka. 

The private companies, if that loan should be obtained, feel it 
would put them out of business, and some of them came to me anid 
talked to me about it. 

I argued with them and tried to convince them that it would not 
put them out of business, that we had a dearth of electricity, a lack 
of power. 

To make a long story short, the REA obtained that loan, to a large 
extent through my efforts and efforts of other Members of C ‘ongress, 
assisting the REA in the matter; they obtained that loan and that 
plant w ill very soon be complete + and electric ity will be going over the 
wire. 

Now, after we obtained that loan and started building that plant, 
the private company that made the statement that it would put them 
out of business came in that same area within 10 miles of that plant 
and started building and are 1ow constructing one of the largest 
plants they have west of the Mississippi River. 

In other words, they completely refuted their own argument by 
their action. The point I make is simply this: that on many oce 
sions the private power interests, and other people, have fears that 
are not justified. 

Now, I don’t know whether the same situation would result here or 
not, but from the experience I have had I am of the opinion that doing 
all of that the Government can and will do with regard to power, and 
all that the private power people can do, we still are probably not 
going to be able to keep up with the need for electricity, so I believe 
that a great many of these fears are unfounded. 

As to whether or not this particular project is justified I do not 
know. This last word, and T will pool a My theory is—I don’t 
know whether I am right about it—but it is my theory that always 
where private interests can or will perform, we ought ‘to always en- 
courage them first, and always give private power the first oppor- 
tunity; but if private enterprise cannot or will not, then I think it is 
proper for us to act. 

That is the basic question here as I understand it. 

Governor Jorpan. I agree. 

Mr. Enetr. Thank you, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Crawford ? 

Mr. Crawrorp. Governor Jordan, in your opinion, is the Idaho 
Power Co. in position to float the necessary paper within a reasonably 
short time to finance such operations as you have in mind that they 
might perform ? 

Governor Jorpan. C ongressman, I am not familiar with the finan- 
cial operations of Idaho Power Co., except as a recipient of their good 
taxes. I own no stock, 1 am not on the board of directors. The 
president of the company is here. I think that that question, if you 
don’t mind, sir, is one I can’t answer. I don’t know. I assume they 
are because they have been able to meet their expanding needs as they 
came up. 

Mr. Crawrorp. I will be glad to submit that question to the Idaho 
power people if they come before the committee, but I wanted to get 
your reaction on it as chief executive. 
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Governor Jorpan. Ishould say so. We hold them in high regard in 
our State. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Here is my question: The Federal Government—I 
am keeping out of the legal technicalities of this fight; I am not a 
lawyer and not pr imarily concerned about that, because the lawyers of 
the House and Senate will have to determine the constitutionality of 
this thing insofar as our voting is concerned—but you are a practical 
horse trader, and sometimes I claim to be myself, and I think this issue 
is going to be decided primarily on generalities, instead of on techni- 
cealities. 

Let me ask you this question: Snake River is an important part of 
the Columbia River system. You agree to that? 

Governor Jorpan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Crawrorp. The whole Northwest, as I understand the picture, 
is substantially dependent upon the Columbia River system for power. 
You agree with that ? 

Governor Jorpan. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Crawrorp. The people of this country, through the previous 
administration, have accepted the philosophy of developing the Co- 
lumbia River system with Federal funds, substantially in two or three 
counts: One, that the people must have the power; two, that the re; 
sources must be taken advantage of; and three, that no private opera- 
tion can finance it. 

Governor Jorpan. Yes. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Do you agree with that substantially ? 

Governor Jorpan. Yes. I am not opposed to that. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Now I get the impression here that there is a great 
support of the theory that the Idaho Power Co. can finance, I take 
it, the five dams, to do the job. I won't say the full job, or half the 
job, but do a job. 

So my first question was: Do you believe they can do the necessary 
financing to do this job within the time required to tie the Snake River 
gars into the Columbia River system for the benefit of the great 
Northwest? Do you want to comment on that or not? 

Governor Jorpan. That is rather an involved question for me to 
answer, Congressman. On the basis of their past experience I will 
say that they have very ably and competently met all the financial 
needs that were required of them to keep a surplus of power in the 
area which they serve. 

Mr. Crawrorp. That is the reason for my general approach. It 
includes the Northwest. I am not talking about the area they serve. 
I am talking about the United States and its requirements as related 
to the international and national commitments which the people of 
this country, who voted in the majority, have substantially supported, 
so that this approach here, as I see it, goes clear beyond the concept 
of the past history of the Idaho Power Co. and I am afraid this case 
is going to be decided generally on the approach that I am outlining. 

say “Tam afraid.” I think’it probably will be. 

Now, it is one thing for a power company to take care of a local 
situation, but your State and the tributaries of the Columbia are 
caught in this over-all approach. 

Governor Jorpan. I think they are in the pool now; the Northwest 
power pool. 
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Mr. Crawrorp. I wanted to get your reaction on that genera] 
approach. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. Enate. Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Reean. I will ask you just one question, Governor. We have 
had a good many folks from your State here as proponents of this bill. 
Now, in listening to your able presentation and views as Governor 
of that State, I understand you say those in support of the bill from 
your State were so because of the vast amount of money to be spent 
there and through that expenditure they expect to benefit. 

That was about the only benefit they saw so far as the project was 
concerned. 

Governor Jorpan. No, Congressman. I wouldn’t say that. There 
are many sincere people in my State who don’t believe as I do. I 
wouldn’t say that, honestly. I wouldn’t. 

Mr. Reean. Thank you. 

Mr. Enote. Dr. Miller. 

Mr. Muuer. No questions. 

Mr. Enaie. Mr. Bentsen ? 

Mr. Bentsen. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enate. Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I have one or two. You made point No. 5 in your 
written statement, it would inundate mineral resources. There was 
a geological engineer that appeared before us yesterday and he said 
this isa lava field. Ordinary mineral resources do not appear in lava. 
Is it your experience and knowledge of the basin that there are mineral 
resources that would be flooded out ? 

Governor Jorpan. We have only the testimony of this applicant, 
who is an engineer, and his staff, who have made explorations in that 
area at some expense, of course, to themselves, and they think those 
minerals are there in quantity; that they can recover them. 

I merely state that the application 1s still before the State land 
board of the State of Idaho, and Oregon sent a representative over 
to sit in on that meeting, and it is stil] not resolved. I don’t know 
whether the minerals are there or not. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I understand there is placer, and that can oecur 
even in a lava river bed. 

Governor Jorpan. We are taking, not too far from there, substan- 
tial recoveries of monozite sand. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. My next question has to do with storage. You in- 
dicated there was 81% million acre-feet. of present storage available on 
the river and that that would eventually grow to 10 million acre-feet 
of storage, not including Hells Canyon Dam. 

Was that your statement ? 

Governor Jorpan. Yes, sir. That is my information. 

Mr. D’Ewart. And the annual flow of the river, according to pre- 
vious testimony, is approximately 12 million acre-feet, after being 
completed for present irrigation ? 

Governor Jorpan. Present irrigation; yes, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. In other words, there is only unprovided for, some 
2 million acre-storage feet at the present time / 

Governor Jorpan. This is irrigation storage, Congressman; some 
of it is carry-over. 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. My question was how much more storage you needed 
to provide for the annual flow of the river over and above the present 
storage in order to completely control the river. According to your 
figures, as I gather, it is 2,000,000 acre-feet more. 

Governor JorpaNn. Substantially so; that is right. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. You are a member of the Columbia Valley Inter- 
agency Committee ¢ 

Governor Jorpan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That committee has taken a position in regard to this 
particular development and has recommended it ? 

Governor Jorpan. No, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The Governors of that Commission have not recom- 
mended this project ¢ 

Governor Jorpan. We have not. 

Mr. Enate. Mrs. Bosone ¢ 

Mrs. Bosonr. Governor Jordan, I would like to say that,I think you 
represent one of the finest States in this Union, and outside of Utah 
1 think I would like to live in Idaho. 

I believe it goes without saying, Governor Jordan, that you are 
interested in the economic future of your State; are you not? 

Governor Jorpan. Yes, indeed. 

Mrs. Bosone. And am I right in this: That, per capita, Idaho has 
the lowest income of any State in the Northwest? 

Governor Jorpan. I wouldn’t know. I rather doubt it. I don’t 
have the figues available. 

Mrs. Bosone. Of course, if that is true, you would be interested in 
boosting the income of the per capita; would you not? 

Governor Jorpan. Yes, indeed. 

Mrs. Bosone. I believe, as Governor of your State, you would be 
interested in boosting that per capita income. I believe the last census 
did show that. 

Do you really think you can produce low-cost fertilizer without 
cheap power and big blocks of power? 

Governor Jorpan. That is rather a technical question. I believe 
so. We have a fertilizer plant using the acid process in southeastern 
Idaho now, and they are operating to capacity, as their product is 
needed. : 

Mrs. Bosonr. It doesn’t nearly touch your development, does it ? 

Governor Jorpan. They supply the demand. 

Mrs. Bosonr. The capacity it could reach. I understand your 
phosphates in Idaho are tremendous. 

Governor Jorpan. Yes. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Probably comparable to the phosphate in Lakeland, 
Fla. 

Governor Jorpan. We have substantial deposits of phosphate in 
our State. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Governor Jordan, you did say that you did not work 
for the power company and had no stock in the Idaho Power Co. 

Have you ever worked for the power company ? 

Governor Jorpan. No. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Have you received any campaign contributions from 
the power company ? 

Governor Jorpan. No, ma’am. 

Mrs. Bosone. I believe that is all. 
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Mr. Ena. We are at the end of the Governor's time. 

The Chair takes time out to inquire, how many gentlemen want to 
ask the Governor questions who have not done so already ? 

Mr. Yorry. I wanted to ask one or two, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Eneur. We are trying to determine whether or not there are 
sufficient questions left for the Governor to warrant asking him to 
remain over until tomorrow. What about on this side? 

Mr. Bow. I have a few questions I would like to ask. 

Mr. Enete. Governor, is it going to be too much of an imposition on 
your time to ask you to stay? 

Governor Jorpan. That is what I came back for. I am at your 
service. 

Mr. Enewr. This is a matter of importance to your State. You 
are the highest executive official of that State. Except for those 
two facts, we wouldn't impose on your very busy schedule, but I 
think we had better ask the Governor to come back in the morning to 
complete his examination, and try to get these other witnesses out of 
the way. Is that agreeable? 

Without objection, that will be the order of the Chair. 

Thank you, Governor. We are reluctant to impose on your time, 
but because this is a very vital issue to your State, and because you 
are its Governor, we are very much interested in what you have to say 
about it. 

Governor Jorpan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, 
gentlemen. 

Mr. Sayvor. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that the junior 
members on both sides of the Chair have not had an opportunity to 
examine some of these witnesses, I think in deference to them that the 
next witness that we have I would ask the Chair's indulgence to begin 
first with Mr. McMullen, and then with Mr. Bow. 

Mr. Bow. How about Mr. Berry? 

Mr. Sayntor. Pardon me. I didn’t see him sitting there. 

Mr. Ener. We are going to try to get to everybody. The next 
witness is Mr. Charles Welteroth, of Jerome, Idaho, president of the 
Idaho State Reclamation Association, and I assume comes from the 
Idaho State College. We are very glad to hear you, sir. 

If you have a prepared statement, you may submit it and summarize 
it; if it is not too long, you may read it. 

The committee has a limitation on all testimony for the next three 
succeeding witnesses of 15 minutes, including their examination. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES WELTEROTH, PRESIDENT OF IDAHO 
STATE RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION AND MANAGER, NORTH SIDE 
CANAL CO., JEROME, IDAHO 


Mr. Wevreroru. I might read it, if you please. I will hurry right 
on through. 

Mr. Ener. I assume it has been filed. Thank you very much. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Wetrerorn. My name is Charles H. Welteroth of Jerome, 
Idaho. I am manager of the North Side Canal Co., an irrigation 
project comprising 1,600 farm units with a total of 162,000 acres of 
highly developed farm lands, lying in the Snake River Valley. It 
is the second-lar gest irrigation project in the State of Idaho. I have 
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occupied that position for 14 years, having been with the company 
36 years. 

I am also a member of the Committee of Nine, a water user’s group 
which coordinates the affairs of the various irrigation districts and 
canal companies in both the upper and lower Snake River Valleys 
which use the waters of Snake River for irrigation. 

I would also like to state that Iam a farm owner and operator. 

Iam appearing here today as president of the Idaho State Reclama- 
tion Association, an organization of farmers, irrigation districts and 
canal company directors representing approximately 90 percent of 
the irrigated lands in Idaho. 

The Ideho State Reclamation Association comprises a membership 
of over 200 local irrigation districts and canal companies which alto- 
gether operate the irrigation works on approximately 2 million acres 
of land in Idaho. The association selects its officers in annual meet- 
ings, and all officers are men directly connected with irrigation, either 
as individual farmers or as officers of irrigation districts and canal 
companies, 

The board of directors of the association is representative of the 
different geographic sections of the State’s irrigated acreage. 

The association is financed by irrigation districts and canal com- 

unies On a pro rata acreage basis, and by business firms whose liveli- 
a is related to agriculture and whose contributions are solicited by 
the association. 

I believe it was Friday there was a statement made to the com- 
mittee by a witness favoring the Hells Canyon Dam, that we were 
supported by the Idaho Power Co. I would like to make that clear 
here: We are, to the extent we are supported by other business firms 
in the same and on the same basis. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Mr. Chairman, where is the witness reading from? I 
can't find it on this statement. 

Mr. Wetreroru. I merely added that. I am on the bottom of the 
first page. 

Mr. Eneier. I understand you have added a sentence or two that does 
not appear in the mimeographed statement ¢ 

Mr. Wevrerorn, That is right. There was a reference made to the 
Idaho Power supporting us. I wanted to clear that wp and say that 
they do. They have; in our 17 years of existence they have, and in 
the past vear. 

I might also add their payment was $450 for 1951, and this year 
we haven’t got a cent yet. 

Thousands of homes and millions of dollars of taxable wealth are 
entirely dependent upon water rights in Idaho. In fact, the economy 
of the State depends upon them. 

The Idaho Constitution contains the following language : 

The use of all waters * * * is hereby declared to be a public use, and 
subject to the regulation and control of the State * * * 

The Idaho admission bill adopted by the Congress and approved 
on July 30, 1890, contained the following language : 

* * * the constitution which the people of Idaho have formed for them- 
selves be, and the same is hereby accepted, ratified and confirmed. 

_ We do not believe the Members of Congress would knowingly and 
Intentionally repudiate its agreement with the people of Idaho by 
claiming control over the waters of the State. 
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But we have reason to believe the adoption of H. R. 5743 now 
before you would do just that, in spite of sugar-coated assurances 
to the contrary from the sponsors and in spite of the disarming 
wording contained in the bill. 

We are informed that recent decisions of the Supreme Court of 
the United States open wide the door for unlimited control over 
water rights if Congress were to provide the mechanism. It remains 
only for Congress to enact such legislation as is now proposed, in 
order to assert Federal jurisdiction over our waters and make it 
absolute, at which point and time both State and local control over 
water rights will effectively end. 

The continuation of State and local control over the waters of 
Snake River depends entirely upon nonaction by Congress, upon 
preventing Congress from passing any legislation creating Federal 
control and administration over Idaho resources, particularly Snake 
River. 

The Idaho State Reclamation Association was formed in the year 
1937, and has continuously stated its broad objectives as the following, 
which were reaffirmed at the 1951 annual meeting at Idaho Falls: 

1. An adequate water supply for lands already under cultivation, 
keeping in mind that supplemental water is Idaho’s most serious need. 

2. To continue surveys and investigations of Idaho’s land and water 
resources, looking toward their ultimate full utilization. 

3. The orderly and ultimate development of Idaho’s reclamation 
projects as a State-wide reclamation program. 

The association has taken repeated and unequivocal action in opposi- 
tion to any and all valley authority measures, the latest ens 
by the association, endorsed unanimously by the annual meeting at 
Idaho Falls on May 24, 1951. 

The bill now under discussion, H. R. 57438, was introduced in Con- 
gress last October, which is since the last annual meeting of the asso- 
ciation. However, the irrigation districts and canal companies of the 
State have held their regularly scheduled annual membership meet- 
ings since that time, and their opinions of this bill have been fully ex- 
pressed in resolutions which will be submitted as a part of the record 
before this committee. 

Irrigation districts and canal companies representing every major 
area of irrigation in the State have expressed firm disapproval of 
H. R. 5743, in most instances by unanimous votes at the annual meet- 
ings. There has been no instance of any irrigation district or canal 
company in Idaho voting its approval of H. R. 57438 to the best of 
my knowledge. 

I will have to change that, Mr. Chairman, because a witness in- 
serted in the record here a resolution from the Black Canyon Water 
Users Association, which is for the Hells Canyon Dam, previded— 
that all upstream water rights are fully protected, and further provided that 
the State of Idaho is allocated the greater portion of the power generated in 
Hells Canyon. 

I think that resolution is of record in this committee. 

Those expressing opposition represent about 2 million acres of 
irrigated land, and they are, in fact, the grass-roots members of the 
Idaho State Reclamation Association. 

I think it is significant, and worthy of careful consideration by 
this committee, that in addition to the water users’ organizations, the 
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major State-wide agricultural organizations of Idaho are on record 
in vigorous opposition to H. R. 5743. These include the large and 
representative Idaho Farm Bureau Federation, the Idaho State 
(irange and the Idaho Wool Grower’s Association. 

I know of no large farm group in Idaho which has gone on record 
in favor of H. R. 5743. 

Surely, these resolutions speak volumes for the people who have 
the greatest stake in the use of water. Resolutions adopted by these 
organizations, like those of the water users’ groups, were approved 
by overwhelming votes. 

At this time I would like to insert in the record, Mr. Chairman, a 
list of the water users, and for your use, or placing in the record, 
copies of these resolutions. I want to say that in that folder there 
we have 131 resolutions opposing Hells Canyon Dam. They are from 
various canal companies and water users, granges, and farm bureaus, 

For instance, I am not going to attempt to read this list: it would 
take too long. Here is water users district No. 36; that is Twin Falls 
Canal Co., Twin Falls, Idaho, 202,000 water users of water district 
36, with 1.2 million acres; we have the Idaho Press Association. In 
addition we have the Fremont Madison Irrigation Co., with a large 
body of land. I don’t know the amount in eastern Idaho, the Big 
Wood Canal of Shoshone, Idaho, 60,000 acres, North Side Canal Co., 
162,000, Aberdeen Springfield, of Aberdeen, Idaho, with 65,000 acres, 
American Falls Reservoir district, 96,090 acres. 

I would like, if I may, to place this in the record, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Encir. Without objection, that list will be made a part of the 
record, 

(The information is as follows :) 
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Idaho Mining Association, July meeting, 1951 

Veterans of Foreign Wars, district No. 6, March 1952 

Wyoming Natural Resource Board, February 15, 1952 

Board of County Commissioners, Payette County, April 10, 1951 
Payette River Water Users Association, March 1952 

American Falls Reservoir district No. 2, Gooding, Idaho, March 4, 1952 
Boise Valley Water Users Association, March 3, 1952 

Twin Falls Canal Co., March 6, 1952 

Water users of water district No. 36, March 3, 1952 

Idaho State Electrical Contractors Association, December 8, 1951 

Pacific Northwest Trade Association, Missoula, Mont., September 1951 
Kiwanis Club, Jerome, Idaho, February 25, 1952 

Baker, Oreg. Businessmen, meeting January 3, 1951 

Marble Front Farm Bureau, June 26, 1951 

Farm Bureau Federation, Nyssa, Oreg., August 1951 

Community Farm Bureaus, November 14, 1951 

Idaho Farm Bureau Federation, Boise, Idaho, December 1, 1951 

Filer Grange No. 215, December 6, 1951 

Salmon River Pomona Grange No. 21, March 8, 1952 

Carmen Grange No. 418, March 7, 1952 

Twin Falls Grange No. 216, March 11, 1952 

Jerome Grange No, 210, February 22, 1952 

Central Park Grange No. 345, February 5, 1952 

North Side Pomona Grange No. 6, February 21, 1952 

Leadore Grange, February 8, 1952 

Pleasant Valley Grange No. 225, Twin Falls, Idaho, February 23, 1952 
Gooding Grange, Gooding, Idaho, April 16, 1951 

Upper Big Wood River Grange No. 192, Hailey, Idaho, February 22, 1952 
Appleton Grange No. 127, Jerome, Idaho 
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Buhl Grange No. 214, February 22, 1952 

Sugar Loaf Grange No. 427, February 8, 1951 

Salmon Grange No. 274, January 19, 1952 

Meridian Chamber of Commerce, June 18, 1951 

Glenns Ferry Chamber of Commerce, January 8, 1952 

’ayette Chamber of Commerce, June 26, 1951 

Gooding Chamber of Commerce, May 29, 1951 

New Plymouth Chamber of Commerce, February 27, 1952 

lVocatello Chamber of Commerce, February 26, 1951 

Hailey Chamber of Commerce, February 25, 1952 

Jerome Chamber of Commerce, May 9, 1951 

Payette City Council, February 8, 1951 

Lemhi County, Gibbonsville, Idaho 

Parma City Council, Mareh 5, 1951 

Nampa Chamber of Commerce, March 14, 195 

Gem County Chamber of Commerce, Emmett, fdaho, February 11, 1952 

Idaho Press Association, January 19, 1952 

Fremont Madison Irrigation Co., March 1952 

Soroptimist Club of Ontario, March 12, 1952 

Big Wood Canal Co., March 12, 1952 

North Side Canal Co., Ltd., January 17, 1952 

Central Park Grange No. 345 and Canyon County Pomona Grange No. 4, March 
18, 1952 

Nyssa Chamber of Commerce, February 20, 1952 

Filer Grange No. 215 (adopted by Idaho State Grange, Burley, Idaho, December 
6, 1951 

Idaho Wool Growers Association, November 10, 1951, Boise 

Portland Chamber of Commerce, board of directors, March 21, 1952 

Idaho State Chamber of Commerce, March 1, 1952 

National Wool Growers Association, Portland, Oreg., 1951 

Idaho State Medical Association, March 26, 1952, Boise, Idaho 

Chamber of Commerce of the United States, Washington, D. C., March 27, 1952 

Caldwell Junior Chamber of Commerce, March 25, 1952 

Twin Falls County Pomona Grange No. 11 and Twin Falls Grange No. 216 (re- 
ceived March 31, 1952) 

Blackfoot Chamber of Commerce, Blackfoot, Idaho, March 28, 1952 

Firth Farm Bureau, Firth, Idaho, March 28, 1952 

Blackfoot Rotary Club, Blackfoot, Idaho, March 25, 1952 

Farmers Union Ditch Co. (board of directors), February 5, 1952 

Falls Irrigation District American Falls (board of directors), March 24, 1952 

Power County Farm Bureau, American Falls, Idaho, March 28, 1952 

American Falls Farm Bureau, American Falls, Idaho, March 29, 1952 

Madison County Farm Bureau, Rexburg, Idaho, March 22, 1952 

Twin Groves Canal Co. of Fremont County at St. Anthony, March 8, 1952 

Fremont-Madison irrigation district (directors), received March 31, 1952 

North Fork Protective Association (directors), received March 31, 1952 

Cedar Draw Grange No. 184, Buhl, March 14, 1952 

Crescent Improvement Club, Emmett, Idaho, February 23, 1952 

Deer Flat Grange No, 154, Caldwell, Idaho, March 8, 1952 

Emmett irrigation district (board of directors), March 4, 1952 

Evergreen Grange No. 374, Lenore, Idaho, March 8, 1952 

Farmers Friend Canal Co. of Fremont County at St. Anthony, February 2, 1952 

Gem Grange No. 439, March 1952 

Hailey Civie Club, Hailey, Idaho, March 7, 1952 

Jerome Grange No. 210, Jerome, Idaho, June 1951 

’arma Chamber of Commerce, Parma, Idaho, May 15, 1951 

Pahsimeroi Grange No. 289, May, Idaho, March 15, 1952 

North Side Pomona No. 6, Jerome, Idaho, March 1952 

Shelley Local Farm Bureau, Blackfoot, Idaho, March 17, 1952 

Snake River Free Enterprise Association of Weiser, Idaho, March 20, 1952 

Twin Falls Board of Realtors, Twin Falls, Idaho, January 22, 1952 

Wendell Chamber of Commerce, Wendell, Idaho, May 15, 1951, also January 15, 
1951 

Fall River Irrigation Co. of Fremont County (directors meeting), December 11, 


1951 


» 
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Enterprise irrigation district of Fremont and Madison Counties (directors meet- 

ing), March 3, 1952 
Menan Farm Bureau, Menan, Idaho, March 28, 1952 
Madison County Farm Bureau, Rexburg, Idaho, March 28, 1952 
Bingham County Farm Bureau, Local No. 2, Blackfoot, Idaho, March 29, 1952 
Hunt Farm Bureau, Twin Falls, Idaho, March 29, 1952 
National Wildlife Federation (in convention at Miami, Fla.), March 21, 1952 
Notus Grange No. 425, March 20, 1952 
Caldwell Chamber of Commerce (board of directors), March 26, 1952 
Lake View Grange, March 3, 1952 
Middleton Chamber of Commerce, March 25, 1952 
Alpha Grange No. 368, February 1, 1952 
Pomona Grange No, 301, February 2, 1952 
Cascade Junior Chamber of Commerce, March 18, 1952 
Aberdeen-Springfield 
Big Lost River water district No. 27, Shoshone, Idaho 
Boise Kuna Irrigation District, Boise 
Butte & Market Lake Co. 

Corbett Slough Ditch Co., Rigby, Idaho 

W. J. R. M. Ditch Co., Sugar City 

Little Wood River irrigation district 

Marysvale irrigation district 

New Dry Creek Ditch Co., Ltd. 

Payette River Water Users Association 

Riverside irrigation district, limited 

Water district No. 36, Idaho Falls, Idaho 

West Labelle Irrigation Co., Lorenzo, Idaho 

Wilder Irrigation District, Caldwell, Idaho 

American Falls Reservoir District No. 2, Gooding, Idaho (98.450 acres) 
Farmers Own Ditch Co., Ashton, Idaho 

Island Irrigation Co., Sugar City, Idaho 

Leta Irrigation Co., Emmett, Idaho 

Avondale irrigation district, Hayden Lake, Idaho 

West Reynolds irrigation district, March 21, 1952 

Riverside Ditch Co., Blackfoot, Idaho 

Woodmansee-Johnson-Rexburg Mill Ditch Co., Sugar City, Idaho 
Progressive irrigation district of Bonneville and Jefferson Counties, April 1, 

1952, Idaho Falls, Idaho 
Fairview Grange No. 178, Buhl, Idaho 
Upper Fairview Grange No. 197, March 27, 1952, Meridian, Idaho 
Pleasant Plains Grange No. 168 
State Line Grange No, 399, Homedale, Idaho 
Canyonside Grange No. 126, Jerome, Idaho 

Mr. Enate. The file which has been presented will be made a part 
of the file but not part of the record. We have about a thousand 
communications now, Mr. Welteroth, and it is our purpose when the 
record is printed in some way to endeavor to summarize those. 

The record will be made unnecessarily voluminous if we include 
them all. We will try to include a summary of their sentiment. 

Have you finished your prepared statement ? 

Mr. Wevrrerorn. No; I haven't. I am not going to interrupt it 
now. I will hurry right along. 

Lest there be misunderstanding on the part of this committee, it 
should be pointed out that the major part of Idaho’s irrigated acreage 
resulted from individual effort and private enterprise on the part of 
our farmers. The lesser part of Idaho’s irrigated acreage resulted 
from projects built by the Bureau of Reclamation. Therefore, Idaho 
farmers have long been accustomed to local determination of projects, 
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and local operation of those projects through irrigation districts and 
‘anal companies organized under State law. 

Just as in the case of the valley authority proposals, Idaho irriga- 
tors are inclined to look closely at any measure that affects or may in 
the future affect the utilization and control of their greatest natural 
resource—water—without which Idaho would revert to the desert 
from whence it came. 

Idaho irrigators have laboriously built up, over a period of many 
years, their ownership of water rights under State law, and the rules 
and regulations under which those water rights are exercised. They 
are forced to be constantly on guard to protect those water rights. 
They know the fickleness of human nature, as well as of political 
pressures, and out of the welter of proposals and counter proposals 
regarding the use of water they ask the pertinent question “Who will 
be the watermaster, and what are his motives?” 

To be more explicit; the increasing tendency toward Federal domi- 
nation of water-resource development gives rise to the question. The 
sorry spectacle of the Federal Government hauling 14,000 citizens 
into court in the Santa Margarita River Valley for the purpose of 
exercising “paramount” rights to water which had been appropriated 
and used under State law, makes every irrigator question the motives 
underlying new Federal proposals. 

To irrigators, many of the plans for so-called “comprehensive” 
basin development seem to presume a “master control” in the hands of 
politicians far removed from the grass roots. They see the Bureau of 
Reclamation getting away from its original purpose, that of irrigating 
land, and placing most of its emphasis upon the generation of hydro- 
electric power. They wonder how long it will be before the power 
“tail” is wagging the reclamation “dog” to the detriment of irrigation. 

They see many of the same people who worked diligently for the 
establishment of a Columbia Valley Authority now Sovatie x their 
time to the sponsorship of H. R. 5743, and they are inclined ron, Bee 
the Government-owned Hells Canyon Dam would be a far-reaching 
step in the direction of a Columbia Valley Authority. They do not 
approve of the Federal Government becoming their watermaster, 
however benevolent this watermaster appears at any particular time. 

Some of the same people who advocate H. R. 5743 and the building 
of Hells Canyon Dam—and who advocated C VA—were the sponsors 
‘of the so-called United Western plan under which Snake and Colum- 
bia River waters would have been diverted to California. That pro- 
posal, of course, met the specific disapproval of Congress, but it may 
still be in the minds of those who, step by step, are attempting to lead 
the Nation into complete Federal control of water resources. 

The experience of other nations shows that, excepting violent rev- 
olution, the nationalization of resources does not come about over- 
night. It comes about insidiously, a step at a time, and the over-all 
objective is reached before citizens generally become aware of what 
has happened. Then, as in England, it is extreme difficult to retreat. 
The so-called “comprehensive” basin development carries too many 
implications of master planning and master control. It is not the 
same thing as coordinated development between regions and State 
achieved at the grass roots by local citizens and local branches of 
government. 
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We of the Idaho State Reclamation Association are wholly in 
favor of progress and development, as stated in our objectives. We 
simply do not wish to get away from the principles under which 
irrigation and reclamation has grown to its present position. We 
have taken pride in the accomplishments of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion because until recent years it has been dedicated to the reclaiming 
and irrigating of land. The Bureau should, in our opinion, return 
to its early principles. 

Because H. R. 5743 is, in our opinion, a departure from those prin- 
ciples; because it would not provide for the irrigation of a single 
acre of land; because through it the Bureau would engage in a project 
primarily for the generation of hydroelectric power; because the 
building of the gigantic Hells Canyon Dam would place in the hands 
of the Federal Government an instrumentality which might sub- 
sequently be used to affect adversely the irrigation waters which are 
the lifeblood of our State, we oppose this bill, and on behalf of all of 
the thousands of members of the Idaho Reclamation Association and 
those citizens whose entire wealth is dependent upon reservations of 
the water rights for their farms, I respectfully request that your 
committee go on record in opposition to H. R. 5743. 

Mr. Ener. Thank you very much, Mr. Welteroth. We are out of 
time, so far as this witness is concerned. If there are one or two 
very brief questions 

Mr. Crawrorp. Mr. Chairman, I think the remaining 25 minutes 
should be divided equally between the other two witnesses, and pro- 
ceed just as fast as youcan. Weagreed a while ago to let them appear, 
and we ought to let them do it. 

Mrs. Bosonr. I have one or two short questions. 

Mr. Enawe. Let’s have one or two short questions. 

Mr. Crawrorp. That reverses our decision of a while ago. 

Mr. Sayvor. We agreed before to give everybody 15 minutes. 

Mr. Enate. I think that was the rule of the committee, by unani- 
mous consent. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Welteroth. We are sorry we haven’t 
time to ask you some questions, and that you have to leave us so soon. 

Mr. Weurerorn. I had hoped to get on yesterday, Congressman, 
but I made arrangements to go and I have just got to get back. 

Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Mr. Chairman, aren’t we going to be able to ask these 
three witnesses any questions whatsoever ? 

Mr. Enectr. With the limitations of time agreed to by the commit- 
tee, there is no time for questions. 

Mr. Alex Coleman, St. Anthony, Idaho, farmer, member of the 
committee of nine of Water Users’ Association. 

The Chair would like to call attention to the fact that two dis- 
tinguished Senators from Idaho, Senator Dworshak, former member 
of the House, and Senator Welker, are here, indicating a presence and 
interest, and have been continuously since we started these proceedings. 

Mr. Coleman, do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Coteman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enetr. Can you summarize it, or is it brief enough to read? 

Mr. CoremMan. It is very brief. 
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Mr. Eneaue. We would like to retain a few minutes if we can ask 


questions. 
Mr. Coteman. I will ride right through. 


STATEMENT OF ALEX COLEMAN, FARMER AND MEMBER OF THE 
COMMITTEE OF NINE OF WATER USERS’ ASSOCIATION, ST. 


ANTHONY, IDAHO 


Pg Coteman. I am Alex O. Coleman, a farmer and stockman of 

Anthony, Idaho. My home place consists of a quarter section 

of Jand which is irrigated by the waters of the North Fork, or Henry’s 

Fork, of the Snake River, with supplemental water from the Island 
Park Reservoir of the Fremont-Madison irrigation district. 

At the present time I am a member of the Committee of Nine, which 
regulates and manages the distribution of water for water district 
356. Tama director of the Idaho State Reclamation Association, 
representing the upper Snake River Valley. For the past 12 years 
I have been a director of the Twin Groves Canal & Irrigation Co., 
which furnishes the larger portion of the “natural flow” water for 
my farm. For the past 8 years I have been secretary-treasurer of 
this company. 

My entire life by choice has been devoted to agricultural pursuits. 
My father and grandfather were farmers and stockmen. In view 
of these positions, my occupation and my hereditary background, 
I feel that I can honestly and adequately testify before you in oppo- 
sition to H. R. 5743, as a representative of my friends and neighbors 
and all others who are interested in the future welfare of the State 
of Idaho. 

‘armers of Idaho are justly proud of the heritage given to them 
by their pioneer predecessors, and it is their desire to pass on to 
future generations these rights and privileges. We are somewhat 
resentful of the disposition of nonagriculturists within the State and 
foreigners from our neighboring States, who for selfish gain are 
trying to encourage legislation which will deprive us of our heritage 
and our dowery to future generations. 

We feel that they are infringing upon our personal property rights 
which were guaranteed to us by our State constitution. 

When Idaho was admitted to the Union as a State, her constitution 
was submitted to Congress for its approval. One paragraph of the 
constitution in particular grants and regulates the right of the use 
of water within the State. I quote: 

Water being essential to the industrial prosperity of the State, and all agri- 
cultural development throughout the greater portion of the State depending upon 
its just apportionment to, and economical use by, those making a beneficial 
application of the same, its control shall be in the State, which, in providing 
for its use, shall equally guard all the various interests involved. All the 
waters of the State when flowing in their natural channels, including the waters 
of all natural springs and lakes within the boundaries of the State are de- 
clared to be the property of the State, whose duty it shall be to supervise their 
appropriation and allotment to those diverting the same therefrom for any 
beneficial purpose, and the right to the use of any waters of the State for 
useful or beneficial purposes is recognized and confirmed; and the right to the 
use of any of the public waters which have heretofore been or may hereafter 
be allotted or beneficially applied, shall not be considered as being the property 
right in itself, but such right shall become the complement of, or one of the 
appurtenances of, the land or other thing to which, through necessity, said 


HELLS CANYON DAM 529 


water is being applied; and the right to continue the use of any such water 
shall never be denied or prevented from any other cause than the failure on the 
part of the user thereof to pay the ordinary charges or assessments which may 
be made to cover the expenses for delivery of such water. 

Under these guaranties, the farmers of Idaho have felt very secure. 
But now we have a bill before Congress H. R. 5743, which asks the 
people of Idaho to acquiesce in all the privileges guaranteed them. I 
quote lines 3 to 5, inclusive, of the bill: 

For the purpose of controlling and utilizing the water of the Snake River and 
its tributaries for beneficial objects, including generation of hydroelectric power 
and energy urgently needed for the national defense and the civilian economy, 
navigation and flood control, and for purposes incidental to any of the fore- 
one? Ff (, 

Reclamationists’ big objection to this bill is that it provides for no 
reclamation. 

We feel that persons advocating the passage of such a bill are 
endeavoring to give away something which does not legally belong 
to them. We are jealous of our water rights. 

Thousands of cases involving water rights have been tried and 
settled within the State courts. Thousands upon thousands of dollars 
have been spent in the clarification of water rights. We are justly 
fearful that all of this will be junked and that a new set of codes and 
ethics will be established which will require years of legal litigation 
and untold sums of money. We are fearful of a repetition of what 
is now being done on the Santa Margarita River in California. We 
are suspicious, and justly so, that H. R. 5743 is only a vehicle on the 
part of the Department of the Interior to gain control of the waters of 
Snake River and its tributaries. 

Farmers of Idaho are not blindly opposing this bill. As indi- 
viduals and collectively as organizations and water districts, they 
have studied it and passed resolutions opposing its enactment. ‘The 
Farm Bureau of Idaho, one of the State’s largest and most influential 
farm organizations recently conducted a voting poll of its members 
who more than 90 percent voted “No.” 

We are fearful that during the lean years of natural moisture, 
when our reservoirs do not fill, and when big industry has been 
developed on the lower regions of the river, that political pressure 
could be applied, and that some Federal official would say: “Open 
the gates to the reservoirs, as we are desperately in need of water 
for power.” Under these conditions we can visualize being called 
into a Federal court, far away from the scene of the trouble, to plead 
our cause with these same politically appointed Federal judges who 
are entirely unfamiliar with the situation as it exists, and unfriendly 
with our struggle for maintaining the means of making a livelihood. 
Why develop hydroelectric power at the expense of the welfare of 
agriculture, which is the backbone of the State of Idaho and the 
Nation ? 

There are other ways of developing electric power other than by 
the use of water. But there is only one way of producing fat lambs 
and steers, or growing sugar beets, potatoes, and grain. ‘To produce 
these essentital food products, equally necessary for the common 
defense of the Nation, we must have water and land. 

Gentlemen, let’s not let our enthusiasm warp our judgment on these 
vital issues of life. Why create fear in the minds of agriculturists 
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who are already well established for what appears on the surface to 
be no more than a theoretical, uneconomical, expensive experiment 
the cost of which will have to be borne by the youth of generations 
to come? Eternal bondage is not worth the price it exacts of the 
future. 

As farmers we are deeply concerned over a statement made to a 
reporter of the Oregonian for November 28, 1951, wherein Mr. Chap- 
man, Secretary of the Interior, said: 

I am confident the Department will get congressional support for Hells Canyon 
Dam * * * and am just as confident that eventually there will be some 
form of CVA. I think we are still all for a CVA. The question is “How fast 
can we push it?” 

In simple language, then, Hells Canyon Dam is only a new approach 
to a valley authority. Idaho defeated the CVA at the last general 
election. Why should it be necessary to defeat this monstrosity again ¢ 

Idahoans are proud of the present form of their State government, 
as you gentlement are equallly proud of your individual States. Why 
lose our sovereighty? Why submit to Federal dictatorship / 

Free men and free women and free enterprise are the fundamental factors 
in world progress. 

Gentlemen, I thank you for the consideration you have given me. 

Mr. Enotes. Thank you very much, Mr. Coleman. We have about 
4 minutes for questions; questions from my left? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Enote. Questions from my right? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I would like to compliment the statement of the 
gentleman, coming from a farmer who believes in free enterprise. 
I think he has made a very good statement. 

Mr. Enate. Any others? 

Mr. Sayvor. Am I correct in saying that under the laws of the State, 
Mr. Coleman, if this river is developed by either irrigation districts 
or if dams are erected by corporations which receive their charters 
from the State, under the constitution of Idaho water’s first use is for 
irrigation ? 

Mr. Coteman. That is right. 

Mr. Saytor. And that there is nothing in the bill, H. R. 5743— 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Would you yield? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The first use is domestic; second is agriculture. 

Mr. CotemMan. That is right. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Under the constitution. 

Mr. Saytor. There is nothing in the act. H. R. 5743, which will 
guarantee that continued use, first for domestic purposes, and sec- 
ond for agriculture, if this bill is approved # 

Mr. Coteman. I feel there isn’t. 

Mr. Saytor. I will agree with you, because the bill says that just a 
reasonable amount for future use will be set aside. 

Mr. Coteman. And they appoint the man that does the reason- 
ing. We have nothing to say in that. 

Mr. Enaie. The essence of the case is who uses the measuring stick ; 
is it not? 

Mr. Coteman. That is right. 
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Mr. Encte. It is presumed that Idaho will not do something un- 
reasonable, but if someone in the Federal Government is applying 
the measuring stick of reasonableness, then that measuring stick may 
not precisely conform to what the people of Idaho think is reasonable: 
is that your position ¢ 

Mr. Coteman. That is right. 

May I qualify one statement ? 

In here I spoke of the fear of the farmers, and there is a different 
fear, because we feel that there isn’t enough water in Snake River to 
fill Hells Canyon and there has got to be a squeezing process on the 
brooks and streams up above to get enough water down. 

Now, in the particular territory that I live, we have a section known 
as a subsection, and this time of the year we fill our borough pits, and 
every place we can, to obtain enough water. No doubt we run twice 
as much water as decreed to use to get this reservoir underneath filled 
up, and as soon as we get it filled up then the method is very simple: 
We have to use an excessive amount of water to do that. Then that 
water in turn goes back to the river. We are afraid that there will 
be limitations and we will be held to our natural and actual filings of 
the decrease, which put a damper on our method of operation. 

Mrs. Bosone. I have one question. 

Mr. Enate. Mrs. Bosone. 

Mrs. Bosonr. My memory could be wrong in this, but as I remember 
Mr. Frank Clinton, assistant regional director, Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, Idaho, said they have made a study over a period of 25 years 
of the river flow, and the amount of water that would be available 
throughout the year. They had no question about the amount of 
water that would be available if Hells Canyon were utilized. Did you 
hear that same testimony ? 

Mr. Coteman. I have read his report, but I have seen in the not-too- 
far past, when our reservoirs didn’t fill. We are in a wet cycle now 
and we may have another dry cycle; no one can tell. That is one of 
the mysteries of the future. But under those conditions, and when 
our reservoirs don’t fill, the political muscle on the other end of the 
river will make demands, and that is the thing we are worried about. 
I think that these geologists sometimes, even though their surveys 
have been correct, sometimes their reservoirs don’t fill. I have seen 
it 5 years in succession. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Someone in the Bureau made a study over the last 
25 years. 

Mr. Coreman. That is right. 

Mrs. Bosone. I thought that was rather important. You would 
disagree with his conclusions: is that right ? 

Mr. Coteman. I would, definitely. 

Mrs. Bosonr. That is all. 

Mr. Enorr. Thank you very much, Mr! Coleman. We appreciate 
vour statement. 

The Chair has previously recognized the presence and interest of 
Congressman Wood, in whose district this project is located, and who 
has been continuously present during these proceedings. 

The next witness is Mr. Fred Tavlor, of Boise. Idaho, attorney for 
the Boise Valley Water Users. Is he the next witness you wish? 
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Mr. Buper. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Sartor. May I make a short observation to the gentlewoman 
from Utah, Mr. Chairman; that I feel the farmers from Idaho haye 
reason to doubt the Bureau’s figures, because if nobody from the 
Bureau can claim parentage for the figures which appear in House 
Document 473 that was published in March 1950, how can you, have 
any belief in what they will publish, if they say they—when they say 
they have been studying for 26 years? 

Mr. Enaie. You may proceed, Mr. Taylor. 


STATEMENT OF FRED TAYLOR, BOISE, IDAHO, ATTORNEY FOR 
BOISE VALLEY WATER USERS, BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. Taytor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ener. Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Taytor. I have already filed one. I have no further prepared 
statement. 

Mr. Enotes. Without objection, the prepared statement may be made 
a part of the record at the conclusion of the gentleman’s remarks. 

You may proceed with your summation. 

Mr. Tayxtor. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Fred M. Taylor, a lawyer from Boise, Idaho. I came here originally 
representing New York irrigation district, and the Farmers Union 
Ditch Co., comprising about 2,500 users of water in the Boise Valley. 

Since coming here I have received a telegram to appear in behalf 
of the NAPA Maridian irrigation district, Beieo Kana irrigation 
district, and the Wilder irrigation district, which comprises from 2,000 
to 3,000 more acres. 

I think Mr. Welteroth and Mr. Coleman have summed up the feel- 
ing of the irrigation people in Idaho. The Boise Valley, as you know, 
takes its water from the Boise River, which is a tributary of the 
Snake, and part of these districts are working now under Federal 
projects, but they are very fearful, because of the Government coming 
in and appropriating the rest of the Snake River water, and I believe 
it is conceded that the application will be made for the wholly appro- 
priated waters of the Snake River. 

Now, they are fearful not only of their present water rights, but 
they are also fearful of any future rights that they might want to 
appropriate for the development of the arid lands in Idaho. 

Now, I have filed what I call an analysis of H. R. 5743 that was 
prepared long before I expected to appear before your committee. 
It was prepared for the State chamber of commerce and the State 
reclamation association, and I believe it states everything that I can 
say to you here. 

Now, the main thing is, so far as my presence here, is to represent 
irrigation people. They are very fearful of their water rights. 

I realize that there is difference of opinion on the legal phases of 
this. I think Mr. Parry will go into those very fully with you at a 
later time. I have done some briefing on this question, and have con- 
vinced myself that the water rights on a navigable stream are sub- 
servient to the rights of the United States, and that if the United 
States wants to take water rights it may do so, and particularly that 
is true so far as further waters are concerned. 
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Now, as I understand, Mr. Chairman, he has received authorities 
from the Reclamation Department or some of their attorneys that 
that is not true, but I believe under the commerce clause of the Con- 
stitution of the United States that they have the paramount right 
to the waters of the navigable stream. 

There may be that difference of opinion. 

Mr. Enetr. Who has the authority / 

Mr. Taytor. The Federal Government. 

The Snake River has been held to be a navigable stream: so therein 
lies the reason why our people in the Boise V ‘alley and the irrigation 
people over the State of Idaho are very fearful of Hells Canyon : Dam. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Enete. Thank you, sir. 

Is it your opinion, Mr. Taylor, that the Federal Government not 
only has the power to control the stream for flood control and naviga- 
tion purposes, but in addition to that has paramount title to the water 
on a navigable stream ? 

Mr. Taytor. I believe that is true, and I think the Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States and in the Supreme Court has taken the 
position that they can go in and take water rights for navigation pur- 
poses and the control of the stream for navigation without even 
compensation. I believe there are cases to that effect. 

Mr. Enatr. I think in the Tennessee Valley cases they did hold 
that under the exercise of the commerce clause, the irrigation use, 
where it is incidentally interfered with by an exercise of the para- 
mount power under the Constitution, such interference is not a com- 
vensable damage, but the Supreme Court also held in the case of 
Sebinslice versus Wyoming, that the States own the corpus of the 
stream. 

Now, this is probably not the case to enter into a profound legal 
discussion but I take it it is your position that inasmuch as the Fed- 
eral Government can exercise the paramount power that this bill is 
all the more dangerous? 

Mr. Tayvor. That is right, sir 

Mr. Yorry. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Yorty. 

Mr. Yorry. In the case of Nebraska versus Wyoming. if I remem- 
ber correctly, the Federal Government not only asserted that it had 
title to water in navigable streams; the Federal Government filed a 
brief in which it asserted it owned all the unappropriated water in 
nonnavigable streams. 

Mr. Tayvor. I think you are right. 

Mr. Yorry. That is still an open question not decided by the Su- 
preme Court, I believe. Furthermore. in the assertion by the United 
States in that case, as far as the nonnavigable water, or nonappro- 
priated water in navigable streams, the court didn’t rule on the point 
because they said all the water was appropriated so there wasn't 
anything to rule on in that regard. 

Ts that right ? 

Mr. Taytor. I have a recollection that that is correct. 

Mr. Yorry. There were a lot of points in the case. I am not too 
clear. I haven’t read it for quite a while. At least when I read the 
Federal Government’s brief I could tell you that I was very much 
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concerned to see the case they made for ownership of unappropriated 
water in nonnavigable streams, and to find that they are still asserting, 
as one member from the Attorney General’s staff asserted over in 
the Senate committee hearings on S. 18, that that is still an open 
question so I have great sympathy with you people when you come in 
here and worry about getting into the Federal courts and have them 
start applying your law, so-called, as they interpret it. It is an en- 
tirely different thing from deciding water rights in your own State 
courts. 

Mr. Frep Taytor. Mr. Congressman just before leaving for here 
rather hurriedly I read the case of Scott v. Lattig, which involved the 
Snake River. 

Mrs. Boson. Scott versus what ? 

Mr. Frep Taytor. Lattig, L-a-t-t-i-g. That involved an island in 
the river, but in doing so it held that the Snake River is a navigable 
stream, and reiterated the position that the State be admitted to the 
Union only to the bed of the stream. 

Mr. Encur. Have you read the case, the Gerlach case, which went 
to the Supreme Court recently on the San Joaquin River where the 
Supreme Court held that the riparian owners on the San Joaquin 
were entitled to compensation if their water rights were taken / 

Mr. Yorry. If the chairman will yield a second, there? 

Mr. Encie. Yes. 

Mr. Yorry. But in that case, in the Gerlach case, if I remember 
correctly—it is hard to recall these without looking at the case—I 
think the Federal Government asserted in there, through the Bureau 
of Reclamation, that they didn’t have to compensate some of those 
people who received only floodwaters from time to time on their 
grasslands because they were proceeding under the navigation and 
flood-control powers, and the reason the Supreme Court sustained 
the ruling of the district judge, who said the complaint stated a 
‘ause of action, was because the Court found that in spite of that 
statement, or assertion, that they were proceeding under that power, 
actually it was the intent of Congress that they proceed under the 
Reclamation Act and therefore they had to pay them, so certainly 
any State or any lawyer who reads these cases carefully has reason 
to be gravely concerned about the assertions relative to water rights 
by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Encore. Well, the gentleman should correct the record, I think. 
The Attorney General’s office made the contention in the brief which 
the gentleman has correctly stated. It has always been, I believe, 
the position of the Bureau of Reclamation, and was in the Gerlach 
case, that the riparian owners were entitled to compensation. 

Mr. D’Ewart, were you seeking recognition ? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Just briefly. 

Have you considered the threat, or possible threat to your water 
rights because of the use of these waters below the boundary of your 
State? 

Mr. Taytor. Yes. That is one of the things that makes it very 
bad. It makes it more serious, because it is way below any irrigation 
projects and of course there can be no irrigation out of this dam. 

here cannot be. It may aid, by use of funds from power, but there 
can be none because of the location. 
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It is clear below any irrigation. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. And in that case, you have State versus State rather 
than the Federal Government versus the State rights. 

Mr. Taytor. That is right. . 

Mr. Yorry. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Enouie. Mr. Crawford is seeking recognition. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Did you hear the question I submitted to the Gov- 
ernor a few minutes ago? 

Mr. Taywor. I believe I did. 

I have forgotten what it was. 

Mr. Crawrorp. It was about the ever-all approach of the Columbia 
River Basin. 

With your legal testimony here, which interests me very much, 
having in mind all that has occurred in the whole Columbia River 
Basin in the way of developments, Federal supervision, use of Federal 
funds, the Snake River one of the main alisha and with these 
decisions to which you refer, in your personal opinion, do you see 
any legal steps that could be taken to prevent this becoming law if 
the Congress wanted to vote it through ? 

Mr. Taytor. No. I don’t. 

Mr. Crawrorp. When I say becoming law, I mean standing on the 
books after it was passed. 

Mr. Taytor. No—— 

Mr. Crawrorp. And being held constitutional. 

Mr. Tayrtor. I don’t see any myself personally if they want to pass 
it but I see some serious constitutional questions so far as water rights. 

Mr. Crawrorp. I understand that. I am talking about the over-all 
objective of the Government, what has gone before, what is in the 
works, and what is likely to come. 

Mr. Encur. Mr. Yorty, you wanted one more question. 

Mrs. Bosone. I want a question. 

Mr. Encte. Mrs. Bosone. 

Mrs. Bosone. Mr. Taylor, were you ever asked to sit down and 
discuss with Mr. Stinson the provisions of section 2 in this bill? 

Mr. Taytor. No. I wasn’t. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Mr. Taylor if you could change section 2—and cer- 
tainly I agree if there is any doubt about these water rights, I can 
sympathize with you; we want to make sure of the laws being lived 
up to on water rights—if you could change section 2 to meet your 
ohiections, protecting the water rights of the future, and present, 
would you then be for the bill? 

Mr. Tayror. I am sorry to say that I doubt, in my humble opinion, 
whether you can put any language in the bill that will protect the 
water rights, if a future Congress or somebody wants to change the 
bill. 

Now, I am going to say this, that the Reclamation Department 
might follow the bill and I think they do try to cooperate, but I doubt 
whether you can put any language in this bill which will circumvent 
the commerce clause of the Constitution, if the United States wants to 
exercise the power which I believe the Supreme Court has given. 

Mrs. Bosong. One more question : 

Mr. Taylor, you said you represent a number of water associations. 
Do you know the membership of those associations? 
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Mr. Taytor. I believe I stated the telegram I got yesterday, said— 
I said acres. That means two to three thousand water users in the 
Napa Meridian, Boise, Kuna, Wilder, New York, and Farmers Union, 
about 2,500. 

Mrs. Bosonr. That would be the total? About what? 

Mr. Tayuor. I would say between five and six thousand water users 
in the immediate Boise area. I happen personally to represent one 
other district, the Settlers, which have not taken any official position, 
so I am not necessarily speaking for them. 

Mr. Enete. Now Mr. Saylor. Are you through, Mrs. Bosone? 

Mrs. Bosonr. Yes, Mr. Chairman, just a minute. I think with the 
testimony that we just had from Mr. Taylor, I hope he can stay over. 
I think it gets more important by the minute that we have section 2 
discussed by these lawyers and I think we should have Mr. Stinson 
available from the Bureau and also Mr. Taylor, if he could stay 
over. They should be here at the same time. 

Mr. Taytor. May I say this to you: Mr. Parry is representing the 
State Water Users Association. He is very able on this subject. He 
will be here. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Is he a lawyer ? 

Mr. Taytor. Yes; he is. He will debate with Mr. Stinson on this 
subject. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Taylor, I think you have indirectly answered this 
question, but I would like to have a direct answer: Do you feel that 
nothing that this Congress could do would circumvent the commerce 
clause of the Constitution, even though the Bureau of Reclamation 
may want to live up to what Congress puts in the act? 

Mr. Taytor. I have serious doubts that it would be permanent, I 
mean. Now, I think maybe in this bill they can protect the present 
water rights, but there is nothing in the bill so far as I can see, except 
the reasonable unequitable feature, where there is conflict, that pro- 
tects any future rights and what I am saying is that if the Congress 
wanted to circumvent or to change the language of the bill, then 
under the commerce clause they could do so and take over the water 
rights if the water was needed. That is what I am representing. 

Mr. Sartor. And therefore, the wording of that part of section 1 
which appears on page 2: 

The Secretary of Interior in operating and maintaining said project shall, 
except as is otherwise provided in this act, be governed by the Federal Rec- 
lamation Laws. 

The act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and acts amendatory thereof 
or i! inamaeaa thereto; that is to use a very popular phrase, 
eyewash. 

Mrs. Bosone. It is very popular with the Republicans. 

Mr. Sartor. It comes from your side. 

Mr. Taytor. There should be protection of water rights for re- 
clamation projects and I don’t consider this a reclamation project. 
It is a power dam. 

Mr. Ener. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Eneir. It occurred to me the bill could direct the Secretary 
of Interior to enter into a contract with the State if the law is what 
I think it is, which would be binding, but it is my impression that 
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unless the state was willing to make the allocation of water necessary 
for the feasibility of this project, the uncontrolled discretion in the 
hands of the State could very easily destroy the economics of the 
project. 

Mr. Buper. That is right. 

Mr. Sartor. The Congress might bind the Federal Government. 
We cannot bind the State government. It would be entirely up to 
the State. 

Mr. Enete. Except we could write a provision requiring the See- 
retary to enter into a contract which would then be binding upon both 
sides but unless that contract made commitments of water here suffi- 
cient for the economic operations of this project, diversions of those 
waters upstream in the future, it would destroy the economic feasi- 
bility of the project and that seems to me to be the crux of this 
project. 

Mr. Bunge. I would like to say I am wholeheartedly in agreement 
with the statement that has been made by the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, the chairman. You have two propositions here: either we 
assume, as I do, that the State of Idaho and the people of the State 
have title to that water; then they can divert from that river enough 
water so that this power project can never be operated. 

On the other hand, if you are going to operate the power project, 
eventually there isn’t going to be « enough water in the upper reaches 
of the river for the people to use as they see fit. 

Now, we have got to go one way or the other, and either way you 
come up with a bad answer, I think, under this legislation. 

Mr. Enoie. Any further questions or statements ? 


If not, Mr. Taylor, we appreciate your statement here. We are 
sorry we are not going to have a chance to talk to you alone. Thank 
you very much for your statement. 

(The prepared statement is as follows :) 


Hon. CLair ENGLE, M. C., 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Trrigation and Reclamation, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Encte: On March 14, 1952, I requested permission to appear before 
your committee in opposition to H. R. 5748, commonly known as the Hells Canyon 
bill. 

In order to comply with Public Law 601, chapter 753, Seventy-ninth Congress, 
second session, I am submitting 30 copies of this letter, each having attached 
thereto a statement of my proposed testimony which statement is in the form 
of an analysis of said H. R. 5743. If permitted to testify before your com 
mittee, I shall briefly summarize the contents of the attached statement. I 
sincerely hope you and the members of your committee find the attached analysis 
beneficial in your consideration of said proposed legislation. 

Respectfully yours, 
FRED M. Tay or. 


ANALYSIS OF H. R. No. 5745 AtTHOoRIzING HELLS CANYON AND ScRIVER CREEK 
Power FACILITIES 


The following is my analysis and opinion of H. R. 5748 (S2d Cong., Ist sess.) 
entitled: “A bill to authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the initial phase of the Snake liver reclamation project by the Secretary of 
Interior.” 

In considering this bill, it was also necessary to analyze the various other 
documents and matters mentioned in the bill and hereinafter mentioned. 
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H. R. No. 5748 ENTIRELY A Puslic Power Brrt—No RECLAMATION INVOLVED 


Section 1 of the bill authorizes the construction of the Hells Canyon and 
Scriver Creek power facilities, “for the purposes of controlling and utilizing 
the waters of Snake River and its tributaries for beneficial objects,” including 
in the statement of purposes for such authorization, (1) generation of power, 

2) navigation, and (3) flood control, “and for purposes incidental to any of 
the foregoing.” 

It is to be noted that any provision for the reclamation or irrigation of lands 
is purposely omitted. I say purposesly, because such omission was by express 
mandate of a letter dated August 15, 1951, from the Director of the Bureau of 
Budget to the Secretary of the Interior. 

This letter stated that “With respect to the irrigation features of the Mountain 
Home project he (the President) believes that they raise such questions of 
basic economic policy which can be applied to many other works of improve- 
ment that he is not in position to recommend their authorization at this time.” 
Accordingly, it was required that any proposed legislation to be submitted in 
Congress under present program would have to be limited solely to the author- 
ization of the Hells Canyon and Scriver Creek power projects, eliminating any 
authorization of the Mountain Home project or other reclamation works. 

No representation should be permitted to exist that H. R. 5743 is in any way 
a reclamation measure, or anything other than purely a public power bill. The 
proposed authorization of Hells Canyon is specifically stated to be “for the pur- 
poses of controlling and utilizing the waters of the Snake River and its tribu- 
taries” for the objects expressed in the bill, first among which is the ‘generation 
of hydroelectric power.” 


Hl. R. NO. 5742 GUARANTEES NO FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE MOUNTAIN HOME 
PROJECT 


Section 4 is next considered because of its close relationship to the provisions 
of section 1. Section 4 provides that the Hells Canyon and Scriver Creek power 
facilities, and any additional works which may subsequently be authorized, 
“including the irrigation features of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home 
division,” shall be treated as one project for the purpose of providing for the 
application of project revenues to the return of reimburable costs “in accord- 
ance with the provisions of the Federal reclamation laws.” It is further pro- 
vided, however, that the entire provisions of section 4 shall be operative only 
until such time as a larger Pacific Northwest basin account has been estab- 
lished by statute which includes the Snake River project in such account. 

In my opinion, this completely negatives such benefits, if any, as the limited 
basin account purports to provide for the Mountain Home project from the 
power revenues from Hells Canyon and Scriver Creek power facilities. This 
conclusion is based upon two reasons: First—in the absence of the authori- 
zation of the reclamation features of the Mountain Home project, there are not, 
and cannot legally be, any authorized reclamation works, and therefore no 
reimbursable costs, to the repayment of which the application of power revenues 
can be applied; and second—the bill does not provide any guarantee or assur- 
ance that the Mountain Home development will ever be authorized, or, if it 
is authorized, that it will have first call upon the Hells Canyon (or even the 
Scriver Creek) power revenues, as against the numerous other projects which 
can be expected to be included in a general Pacific Northwest basin account 
if such an account is adopted. 

In fact, no such legislative guarantee could be given, because Congress, if it 
ever adopts the basin account principle, has complete power to establish such 
account on any terms as it as the time sees fit, and could modify or repeal 
at will any assumed guarantee or assurances in the past legislation. The bill 
openly states that the limited basin account is to continue only until a broader 
basin account has been established, and the question is thus intentionally and 
specifically left wide open as to the permanent relation of both the Hells Canyon 
and Scriver Creek power revenues to the Mountain Home project for any dis- 
position that Congress may deem desirable if and when it should adopt an area 
basin account for the subsidy of future reclamation and power developments. 
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H. R. 5743 WOULD ENDANGER RATHER THAN PROTECT IDAHO'S UPSTREAM WATER 
RIGHTS 


Section 2 provides that the operation of Hells Canyon shall not conflict witb 
present beneficial consumptive uses of the waters of the Snake River or with 
any future depletion of streamflows in a total amount “which is reasonable and 
equitable for the irrigation of new and supplemental land developments” in areas 
“like those indicated” in the Hells Canyon report. Wholly aside from the 
indefiniteness of such language (both as to the quantity of water and area of 
jand) it is my opinion that no safeguard exists in the use of the words “reason- 
able and equitable,” in a Federal statute, with respect to a determination of 
how much water can be appropriated for irrigation uses, as against prior down 
stream power uses in a Government power plant or plants. 

It will be noted that no yardstick is provided, other than, perhaps, the Sec- 
retary’s decision as to how much water is reasonable for the land involved, and 
equitable when the inevitable conflict comes with downstream power require- 
ments at Hells Canyon. The ultimate decision may range anywhere from all, 
some, and-none, and the reference to chapter IV of the substantiating materials 
in the Hells Canyon project report, as set forth in volume 2 of the House Docu- 
ment No. 473, Eighty-first Congress, throws little or no light on the subject. 

These questions are of particular importance under a bill such as H. R. No. 
5743, which frankly states, as among its objectives, the control and utilization 
of the waters of Snake River for power purposes, especially in connection with 
a mammonth storage dam, and a power plant which must be dependent upon 
large annual spring runoff storage for its economic and engineering feasibility. 
Such a dam and power plant must have spring runoff to fill the reservoir each 
year, thus conflicting with the necessity for irrigation storage of spring runoff 
waters at all points upstream on the Snake River and its tributaries. This con- 
flict will, of course, be accentuated and aggravated as additional upstream 
irrigation storage is required for future irrigation needs. 

Under the Idaho Constitution and laws relating to rights and uses of water, 
three classifications of priorities of uses are provided for, namely—domestic, 
agricultural, and manufacturing (including power) purposes; and the constitu- 
tion specifically provides that “the State may regulate and limit the use thereof 
for power purposes.” The State, therefore, can protect itself, its water rights, 
and its water users, through our own State courts and agencies, against inordinate 
downstream water users for manufacturing or power purposes, as all such water 
rights of private parties, under State control, are obtained under and su!ject to 
the Idaho laws and constitution. 

No such protection exists, however, either for the State or its water users, as 
against the Federal Government in its power developments made under Federal 
authorizations and laws. This is a question to which I have given considerable 
study in the past, and I need only to point to three decisions of the Supreme 
Court of the United States in order to support this conclusion (311 U. S. 377; 
313 U. S. 508; and 328 U. 8. 152). In the New River case, the court held that 
both States and individuals use the waters of navigable streams subject to 
Federal control. In the Denison Reservoir case, it held that Federal control 
of navigable streams extends to their entire tributaries and watersheds, and 
includes the power to control the entire basin of the stream ; that Federal control 
“is superior to any program of the State for water development and conserva- 
tion,” which “must bow before the ‘superior’ power of Congress.” In the Iowa 
River case, it was held that if State laws conflict with Federal control of local 
waters, the State law need not be complied with and may be ignored, as the 
provisions of a Federal law “providing for the Federal plan of regulation leave 
no room or need for conflicting State controls.” 

With the above in mind, the question as to who is to determine what upstream 
depletion is “reasonable and equitable” becomes especially important when the 
inevitable conflict occurs between reclamation requirements in Idaho and the 
need for Hells Canyon power in Pacific coast areas, or when it becomes essential 
that maximum unstored and unregulated runoff reaches the Hells Canyon site 
to fill the reservoir so as to maintain Hells Canyon as economically operative, 
and justify the tremendous Federal expenditure which its construction would 
require. It is a certain legal conclusion that all such questions would finally 
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be settled not in the State, but in the Federal courts, and under Federal, and 
not State, laws. “When Congress acts with reference to a matter confided to it 
by the Constitution, then its statutes displace all conflicting local regulations 
touching that matter.” (173 U. S. 297). 

An example of what occurs when Federal agencies claim water rights, and 
assert paramount Federal control on a stream is the present litigation involving 
the Santa Margarita River near Camp Pendleton, in California. Claiming a 
paramount right to 35,000 acre-feet of water annually from the river, the Govern- 
ment brought a suit against the water users, which involved between 10,000 
and 14,000 defendants, asserting that the rights of the Federal Government are 
paramount and superior to those of the defendants “are subject and subordinate 
to the rights of the United States to the continued flow undiminished over, above, 
and through the lands described.” (See printed report of House Special Sub- 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, dated September 18, 1951; also 
National Reclamation Association Bulletin dated April 15, 1951; also Reader's 
Digest, December 1951, p. 65.) 

Asa result, the water rights and property values of the entire area have been 
seriously impaired, and the whole valley is in an uproar. ‘The people of Idaho 
must be eternally on guard to see to it that no such condition should ever be 
permitted to occur on the Snake River. 

The “reasonable and equitable” limitation in H. R. 5743 as against future up- 
stream appropriations, also raises a serious question of conflict with the provi- 
sions of article XV, section 3, of the Idaho Constitution, which provides that “The 
right to divert and appropriate the unappropriated waters of any natural stream 
to beneficial uses, shall never be denied, except that the State may regulate and 
limit the use thereof for power purposes.” If Idaho creates a State agency which 
deals with the Secretary as required by section 3 (b), and pledges “the full faith 
and credit” of the State to contracts entered into with him, under and pursuant 
to the provisions of H. R. 5748, the State of Idaho may well be held to have con- 
tracted away its own constitutional guarantees to present and future water users 
that the right to appropriate Idaho waters for beneficial uses “shall never be de- 
nied.” And let no one presume that our State Constitution will stand when, on 
questions of water uses and river control, it conflicts with the assertive rights of 
the Federal Government under the Federal Constitution and laws. As pointed 
out above, the Supreme Court of the United States has already settled that. 

Before leaving of water and water rights, I also refer to the rather unusual use 
of a single word in the first paragraph of section 1 of H. R. 5743, wherein it is 
stated that the purposes of the bill are the control and utilization of the waters of 
the Snake River and its tributaries for “beneficial objects.” In an earlier draft of 
the bill, the phase used was “for beneficial uses’, and the change was apparently 
made by Department of Interior draftsmen before submitting the bill to Congress. 
Every water user is, of course, familiar with the legal connotation of the words 
“beneficial use of water.” They appear hundreds of times in our statutes and 
decisions relating to water law. The control and utilization of the water of 
Snake River and its tributaries under H. R. 5743, “for beneficial objects” is some- 
thing else again, and the change would appear to be an attempt to broaden Fed- 
eral supervision and control of the waters of the Snake to include not only the 
mentioned purposes of power generation, navigation and flood control, but also 
such planned objectives as land and agriculture control (including the 160-acre 
farm size limitation), scenic values, recreation, ete.—both in the Snake River 
Valley and on the lower Columbia as well—as all such purposes are a part of 
Interior’s program and policy, and thus would be claimed to be beneficial objects, 
as distinguished from beneficial uses of water, within the purview of departmentat 
authority under H. R. 5743. 


H. R. 5743 CONTAINS NO FIRM RESERVATION OF POWER FOR IDAHO’S FUTURE NEEDS 


Section 3 purports to reserve (subject to numerous conditions and limitations) 
300,000 kilowatts of power from the Hells Canyon power plant (none from the 
Scriver Creek power facilities) to the State of Idaho, for purchase by the State, 
acting through an agency which would have to be created by State law for the 
purpose of marketing such power, under contracts made with the Secretary 
of the Interior, to the fulfillment of which “the full faith and credit of the 
State shall be pledged.” Such contracts shall have a maximum term of 20 
years, and may be renewed by the State for an additional 20 years; but there- 
after, further renewals can only be made “in accordance with the provisions 
of law which, as of the time of any such renewal, control the exercise of such 
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option by the State.” The bill therefore provides no reservation of power to or 
for the State of Idaho beyond a 40-year period. 

Section 3 further provides that the entire reservation of power to the State 
shall terminate at the end of 5 years unless the State has within such time 
created a “qualified State agency” (which presumably would have to meet with 
the approval of the Secretary of the Interior before he would deal with it) to 
act for the State in marketing the reserved power and in discharging the State’s 
obligations under its power contracts with the Secretary. 

The intent is clear, and the effect of this provision would be, to force the 
Idaho Legislature to accept the Government’s public power program before the 
State can receive any reservation of power from the power plants to be author- 
ized. There is no reason to believe that the State of Idaho desires, or would 
be willing to do this, involving, as it does, increasing Federal control of the 
State’s waters; acceptance of the public power “preference and priority” pro- 
visions for the marketing of power, as contained in “the Federal reclamation 
laws,” the Bonneville Act and other Federal statutes; and acceptance of the 
Columbia Basin account principle which may well prove to be a distinct hazard 
and liability to the State’s future reclamation development. 

It is further provided that any reserved power not purchased by the State 
within the period (not less than 2 years) expressed in a notice from the Secre- 
tary that such power is available, shall cease to be reserved for the State; finally, 
it is provided that any part of the entire 300,000-kilowatt reservation which the 
State has not purchased within 8 years of the date when power first becomes 
available from Hells Canyon shall also cease to be reserved for the State. 

The latter limitation is of particular importance, as, during the construction 
period, Idaho’s power needs are not going to stand still, waiting for the Govern- 
ment to serve them. During this period existing agencies must continue to 
build to meet the power demands, which means that the State must absorb 
its entire reservation of additional power for new uses within an 8-year period, 
or forever lose such portion of the reservation as is not then immediately required. 

Another defect in this provision of section 3 is that the S-year period, within 
which the State must contract for all of its reserve power, runs not from the 
completion of the Hells Canyon power plant, but from “the date when power 
first became available” from the power plant. Obviously, only one generator 
might be installed when the period begins, and the State could not obtain more 
than such output even if it so desired, thus making it necessary to take power 
in even larger blocks as additional power-producing units are completed during 
the 8-year period. 

Furthermore, the State can only contract for power by giving 2 years’ notice, 
except as the Secretary otherwise approves. Thus, in reality, the State has 
only 6 years in which to underwrite its power reservation commitments, for 
it is further provided that power covered by a notice given by the Secretary 
and which is not purchased by the State by the delivery date specified in the 
Secretary’s notiee, shall cease to be reserved for the State. 

As stated above, the State’s power reservation is so cluttered up by limitations, 
restrictions, and conditions that the bill by no means provides a commitment 
“of firm power * * * to the State without limitation as to use, or conditions 
of resale.” In my opinion, the above limitations effectively destroy the pur- 
ported power reservation to the State of Idaho and its power users. 


H. R. 5748 COULD PROVIDE NO POWER FOR PRESENT DEFENSE NEEDS 


Section 3 also provides for the temporary predisposition by the Secretary 
of power for defense purposes, which would presumably be in Pacific Coast 
areas. Such provision may or may not be important, having in mind that the 
Hells Canyon dam cannot be completed for at least 6 to 8 years, and can thus 
be of no aid or value in terms of the present emergency. Such reservation is 
patently inconsistent with the statement of section 1 of the bill that the purposes 
for which the projects are authorized include the generation of electric power 
“urgently needed for the national defense and the civilian economy.” 


H. R. 5743 FOLLOWS THE DANGEROUS PRACTICE OF LEGISLATION BY PREFERENCE 


Another defect in H, R. 5743 is that it is in the form of legislation which acts 
by reference to extraneous documents, and thereby may be argued to adopt all the 
provisions of such documents, as well as their underlying material, as part of 
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the legislative intent. H. R. 5743 authorizes the Hells Canyon division solely 
by referring to it “as described in volume 2 of House Document 473, Eighty-first 
Congress, and as modified by the report of the Commissioner of Reclamation 
approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951"; and authorizes the Scriver Creek 
power facilities merely “as described in the report of the Commissioner of Recla- 
mation approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951." Not only could it be there. 
fore be argued that the entire contents of these voluminous reports (as dis- 
tinguished from the essential discription of the authorized works) would have 
received congressional approval, but further, to illustrate my point, the Scriver 
Creek report not only refers to and attaches two additional reports (project 
planning report No. 1-5.5-7.S of May 1949, and a second report (to cover cost 
allocations, new pay-out arrangements, etc.) is to be subsequently prepared and 
submitted. H. R. 5743 could therefore be urged as adopting or approving all 
these reports, whatever their contents may be, and possibly other reports there 
in turn referred to ad infinitum. 

The looseness and danger of this form of draftmanship is illustrated in House 
Document 720 (Sist Cong., 2d sess.) on the Palisades Dam and Reservoir project 
in Idaho, which also consists of a letter from the Secretary of the Interior 
transmitting a supplemental report on Palisades. On page XVIII of House Docu- 
ment 720, in a letter from Secretary of the Interior Chapman to the Chairman of 
the Federal Power Commission, Mr. Chapman seems to object to the apparent 
failure of the Federal Power Commission to subscribe fully to the Department 
of the Interior's so-called interest-component theory, and, for educational pur- 
poses, the Secretary transmitted to the Federal Power Commission a statement 
prepared by the Interior Department on the subject of the application of the 
interest component in assistance to irrigation. 

Referring particularly to page XX of House Document 720 you will note that 
the Department of the Interior takes the position that the failure of Congress 
to enact the Rockwell bill, or other bills for the modification of the reclama- 
tion law with respect to the interest component theory, “may very appropri- 
ately be considered as evidencing congressional ratification of the interest- 
component principle.” 

To cap the climax, Interior then assumes that the desired result has already 
been accomplished, for the Palisades report continues with a statement that 
one purpose of the proposed Columbia Basin account “is to make possible the 
uniform application of the interest-component feature of the Federal reclama- 
tion laws on a basin-wide basis.” 

This is a flagrant example of the method by which executive departments 
endeavor to usurp the powers of Congress and to twist legislation, to suit their 
own purposes, and well illustrates the danger that exists when the Congress 
acts by adoption of—or, what is worse, mere reference to—a departmental report, 
as H. R. 5743 would do. 

H. R. 5743 seeks to obtain congressional ratification of “interest component” 
principle. It appears that by H. R. 5743, the Department of the Interior is at- 
tempting to obtain implied congressional approval of the interest component 


theory as a part of its departmental program, even though not authorized by | 


any specific law. I refer particularly to the innocent-appearing statement in 


section 1 of the bill that the Secretary “in prosecuting his activities under this | 


section and in operating and maintaining said project, shall, except as is other- 
wise provided in this act, be governed by the Federal reclamation laws.” 


It is my understanding that the interest component principle is highly con- | 
troversial and of questionable soundness not only from a legal standpoint but | 


also from the standpoint of economic and reclamation policy. 


By the same token, H. R. 57438 is likewise an attempt to have Congress take 


its “first short step” toward the adoption of an over-all basin account for the 
entire Pacific Northwest, comprising the Columbia River watershed, including 
the Snake River and its tributaries. This would be accomplished by the lim- 
ited basin account set-up which the bill would provide in section 4 (a) for the 
“central and upper Snake River Basin.” As pointed out above, however, the 
claimed advantages to Idaho, and especially to the Mountain Home project and 
other future reclamation developments, would clearly be subject to dissipation 
of Hells Canyon funds to any and all projects in all of the Pacific Northwest 
area, if and when a general basin account should ever be established. 

But this would not be the only effect upon Idaho if a basin account is finally 
adopted for the Pacific Northwest. The establishment of such an account would 
be a long step toward the “authority” type of control that is intended under 
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the numerous Columbia Authority bills which have been introduced in almost 
every session of Congress over the past 10 years. These “hardy perennials” 
all depend for their effectiveness upon the basin account principle of pooling 
revenues and expenses from all reclamation, power and navigation projects— 
abolishing existing agencies or the construction and administration of such 
projects, including the Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of Army Engineers— 
and giving over the entire operation and control of all such projects, and 
especially power facilities, into the hands of an agency free from local control 
and responsible only to an executive department in Washington. 

It is unimportant whether such an agency would be a Columbia Valley 
Authority, the Bonneville Power Administration, or the Department of the 
Interior itself, as would be the case under H. R. 5743, as the results would be 
entirely the same. 

I refer again to the provision in section 4 (a) that the Hells Canyon and 
Scriver Creek power developments “shall be treated as one project for the 
purpose of providing for the application of project revenues to the return of 
reimbursable costs in accordance with the provisions of the Federal reclamation 
laws.” Although I am quite generally familiar with the Federal reclamation 
laws, I know of no specific provision for return of reimbursable costs that 
would apply following the construction of the Hells Canyon project under 
such legislation as is proposed in H. R. 5743. In fact, there is nothing in 
the Federal reclamation laws that would permit, or even contemplates, the 
authorization of a project like Hells Canyon, admittedly for power uses and 
purposes, 

H. R. 5743 would thus reverse, if not entirely destroy, the whole basic policy 
of the Federal reclamation laws, under which the west has been developed 
since 1902, and under which congressional appropriations have been obtained 
for reclamation projects with the assurance that the Federal Treasury and 
taxpayers would be repaid—with interest on commercial power facilities— 
instead of being further required to pay the interest on bonds issued by the 
Federal Government to provide the cost of commercial power features of a 


' project, as a result of an artifical device developed by the Department of the 
' Interior under its so-called interest-component theory, to obtain acceptance of 


which is one of the stated reasons why the Department of the Interior is 
seeking adoption of the basin account principle. 

In my opinion, one of the most undesirable features of H. R. 5743 is that 
it is an apparent attempt to obtain implied acceptance by Congress of both 


_ the interest-component theory and the basin account principle, without specific 


legislation, but by the means of the reference to the “Federal reclamation 
laws,” in the hope (1) that this will be construed to permit of open application 
of the interest component, and (2) that the adoption of a limited basin account 
for the central and upper Snake River Basin—with a reference to a possibility 


of establishing a more comprehensive basic account at some future time—will 


have set the legislative precedent from which the broader basin account can 
later be obtained. 

Both of these important and controversial subjects warrant full and open 
consideration by Congress, instead of being presented to the Congress in a 
veiled and indirect manner as in the present bill. 

Conclusions: From my analysis of H. R. 5748 and the documents and materials 
herein referred to, my conclusions are as follows: 

That it is entirely a public power bill and not a reclamation measure. 

That it neither authorizes nor guarantees any financial assistance to the 
Mountain Home project or any other future reclamation developments in Idaho. 

That it does not provide any definite reservation of power for the future 
needs of Idaho. 

That it would endanger existing and future upstream water rights and 
appropriations in Idaho. 

That the authorization of Hells Canyon would lead to Federal instead . of 
State control of the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries. 

In view of the dangerous effects which I believe this bill would have on the 
State of Idaho, if enacted, I cannot endorse or approve it. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Frep M. Tay or, 
Attorney at Law, Boise, Idaho. 
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Mr. Encue. At this point I should like to introduce for the record 
a statement from the Pocatello Chamber of Commerce, Pocatello, 
Idaho; a statement by State Senator James H. Young of Fruitland, 
Idaho; and a letter from the United States Chamber of Commerce, j in 
opposition to H. R. 5743. 

(The material is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE POCATELLO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, POCATELLO, IDAHO, 
OPPOSING THE PASSAGE OF H. R. 5743 


On February 26, 1952, after thorough and extensive studies on the subject 
the board of directors, the Pocatello Chamber of Commerce, passed a resolution 
opposing the construction of a hydroelectric dam at Hells Canyon, Idaho, by 
the Federal Government and supported the development of this potential by 
the Idaho Power Co. through a series of low-head dams (copy of this resolution 
is attached). 

These conclusions were based primarily upon the following factors: 


GOVERN MENT POWER 


We do not believe that competition in business with private enterprise should 
be a normal function of the Federal Government. We do not think that it is 
to the best interests of the country for the Federal Government to further extend 
its operations in the power business. We do not believe that the expenditure 
of tax funds for power facilities is justified especially when private enterprise, 
with private funds, is ready and willing to develop the same generation. We 
believe that the Federal Government should limit its activities to those which 
we cannot do for ourselves and then only upon request from the citizens affected. 
In the case of the Hells Canyon we see no need for the Federal Government 
to construct this dam. If permitted, private utilities will develop this area in 
phase with the increasing power requirements of the State of Idaho. Of this 
fact we are certain. 

COST 


The Bureau of Reclamation estimates the cost of Hells Canyon Dam including 
transmission lines at $476,000,000. From experience we know that the Bureau 
estimates are consistently inaccurate. This project, if built by the Federal Gov- 
ernment, will probably cost nearer $750,000,000. In this period of excessive 
taxation and unbalanced budgets, we are unable to understand why consideration 
is being given to this huge expenditure. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


This dam is defended by statements to the effect that it will assist in flood 
control on the lower Columbia and also regulate the flow of the river to the 
benefit of downstream generation. Snake River is a well controlled river and 
contributes little to downstream flooding. An effective flood-control dam would, 
of necessity, have to be located below the conflux of the Clearwater and Salmon 
Rivers, both of which contribute more to floods than the Snake. 


CHEAP POWER 


Our investigations have lead us to conclude that there is no such thing as cheap 
public power. Government (public) power is cheap because it is subsidized with 
tax money. Taxes paid by private utilities are important factors in the economy 
of our State which is 60 percent owned by the Federal Government from which 
little or no taxes are derived. Another undesirable feature to so-called cheap 
public power is the overdevelopment of the generation capacity which has been 
permitted in the Northwest. No private (taxpaying) power company would 
have allowed such a condition to develop. 


WATER ESSENTIAL TO IDAHO 


Southern Idaho is a semiarid region which has been developed through 
irrigation. Water and our water rights are our economic lifeblood. If the 
State is to continue to grow and develop additional water from our only source— 
Snake River—must be available. Hells Canyon project could not be operated 
from the flow of the river. To justify this project and the tremendous invest- 
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ment involved would require taking water from us with the result that southern 
Idaho would be forever relegated to its present state of development. In the 
justification of this dam it is also doubtful if proper legal safeguards can be 
developed to protect our present vital water rights. We cannot comprehend why 
consideration is being given to a project which may jeopardize*the future of an 
area the size of southern Idaho. This is especially hard to understand when 
private enterprise is willing to undertake this project using the flow of the 
river only. 
POWER TO IDAHO 


Idaho, which is largely undeveloped, does not have coal and gas deposits 
within her borders. As the result of this condition her industrial development 
is largely dependent upon the availability of hydroelectric power. We know 
that if the Federal Government develops Hell’s Canyon a large portion of the 
generation will be exported and will not be available for our future development. 
We also know, from experience, that if this potential is made available to our 
private utilities that it will be developed to meet our future power requirements. 


DEFENSE 


Much stress has been placed on the fact that this dam is needed in connection 
with our defense effort. To us, this is the weakest argument of all. It is com- 
pletely contrary to the Government policy of dispersion. One large dam is much 
more susceptible to attack or damage than a series of smaller ones. Also, if 
demolished, it would cause far greater downstream destruction. If the power 
is needed for defense it is needed now or in the relatively near future. If con- 
struction were started immediately it would be from 6 to 10 years before power 
would be available from the Federal Hells Canyon Dam. The low-head dams 
would have power on the line within 2 years from the commencement of 
construction. 

CONCLUSION 


As is indicated in the resolution adopted by this organization on February 26, 
1951, we are convinced that the best interests of the country will be served by 
the private development of the Hells Canyon hydroelectric generation. 

Respectfully, 
J. L. Crate, Jr., 
Executive Secretary. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY POCATELLO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, FEBRUARY 26, 1951 


Whereas the Federal Government has under consideration the construction 
of a so-called high dam in Hells Canyon for the purpose of generating hydro- 
electricity, and 

Whereas the Idaho Power Co. also is considering the development of this 
generation through a series of so-called low dams which would be impossible if 
the high dam is constructed since these sites would be flooded out, and 

Whereas this organization has thoroughly studied these two proposals and 
has come to the conclusion that the best interests of both the country, especially 
in this period of defense mobilization, and the State of Idaho can best be served 
through the development of the Hells Canyon area by the low dams as pro- 
posed by the Idaho Power Co.: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Pocatello Chamber of Commerce adopt a policy as oppos- 
ing the construction of the high dam at Hells Canyon by the Federal Govern- 
ment and support the development of the hydroelectric potential of this area 
through the construction of the low dams as proposed by the Idaho Power Co. 

Attest: 

F. G. THOMPSON, 
President. 

J. L. Craie, Jr., 

Evrecutive Secretary. 





STATEMENT OF JAMES H. Younc, STatTe SENATOR, FRUITLAND, IDAHO 


My name is James H. Young of Fruitland, Idaho. My home has been in the 
southern Idaho irrigated district for the past 53 years. My occupation is farm- 
ing. I am serving my fifth term in the Idaho State Legislature, having been for 
two terms chairman of the joint house and senate finance committee. 
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I am a member of a three-man committee from the Idaho State Reclamation 
Association, appointed for the purpose of presenting its opposition to H. R. 5743 

I own land on the Fruitland Bench, receiving water from the Payette River. 

On the fundamental question of whether we shall supplant free enterprise 
with Federal ownership and operation of our utilities, we favor free enterprise. 

We strenuously oppose the element of coercion in H. R. 5743 by which the 
State of Idaho is required to enter the public power field, if a part of the power 
is to be reserved to the State, and we oppose the discrimination proposed against 
the great majority of our citizens and taxpayers in the naming of preferential 
users of this power. 

We oppose the ever-widening search by Federal agencies for more and more 
ways to spend Federal funds, even though private investment capital is willing 
and able to do the job. We believe that Federal taxing and spending are now 
in excess of the proper ability of our people to pay, if our economy is to be 
strong and sound. 

We oppose the loss of local tax money for our schools, counties and State, 
which we would suffer under H. R. 5748. 

In addition to Federal taxes, the taxes paid by our private enterprise utilities 
in Idaho are a very substantial part of the support of our institutions, paying 
corporation taxes, ad valorem taxes and, in the case of power, paying a kilowatt 
tax on their output; yet a point that should have more prominence is that our 
power has been developed and been available well in advance of our needs; 
that our service has been among the very best in the Nation and that our do- 
mestic rates are among the very lowest in the Nation, whether provided by 
private or public agencies. 

Production of food has first place as a basic world problem. Good soil and 
favorable climate, with adequate water, can produce with great abundance. 
Much of the margin of food above local needs, the exportable food which loads 
freight cars and feeds remote urban populations, comes from the irrigated lands 
of the West. The potential productivity of land is reflected in the price people 
will pay for it. Our best land in southern Idaho district, with fully adequate 
water rights, now sells equal to and in excess of other farming land elsewhere. 
The sale value of land alone, without prospect of water for irrigation, is seldom 
above $10 per acre, the minimum price set by the State. 

In any case, we may safely assume that 95 percent or more of the value of 
this high priced, high producing, fully improved land, is based upon the ade- 
quacy and dependability of its right to water. 

Any impairment of water supply could easily cut the value by one-half or 
three-fourths and a major loss of water would leave the land with practically 
no salvage value. The need to the land is of little value, except as it carries 
with it assurance of adequate water. 

These are some of the reasons why a strietly power project proposal on the 
Snake River watershed, is such a different matter from the same kind of a 
proposal where water is not now and probably cannot ever be put to bene- 
ficial use. 

We are greatly concerned over the fact that our so-called protection in section 
2 of H. R. 5748 is nullified by such words as “reasonable and equitable.” 

Since what is “reasonable and equitable” in the allotment of water to various 
uses, would be decided by the authority of the Secretary of Interior, who has 
publicly committed himself to the indefinite extension of public power bought 
with tax money, and whose agency is on record elsewhere as claiming ‘“‘para- 
mount rights” for the Federal Government to the water of our rivers, we 
charge that approval and acceptance of H. R. 5743 by the Congress would 
constitute a denial of the present right of the State of Idaho to control of its 
waters and a denial of the assurance of the right of our citizens “to divert and 
appropriate the unappropriated water of any natural stream to beneficial uses” 
as provided in the Idaho State Constitution and as approved and confirmed by 
the United States Congress in the Idaho Admission Act. 
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D. C., March 27, 1952. 
Hon. JoHN R. MuRbDocK, 
Chairman, House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

DeaR Mk. Murpock: The Chamber of Commerce of the United States is op- 
posed to the passage of H. R. 57438, to authorize the Hells Canyon project on the 
Snake River in Idaho. 

The Hells Canyon project is primariiy for the generation of hydroelectric 
power. The cost estimates given in House Document No, 473 show that 94.71 
percent of the cost is allocated to power production, 1.4 percent to navigation 
benefits, and the rest to navigation and “for purposes incidental to any of the 
foregoing.” 

The membership of the chamber believes that the Federal Government should 
not build any dams primarily for power purposes unless such projects are 
clearly in the public interest and are clearly beyond the reasonable scope of 
private enterprise. The Federal Government should not generate electric power 
at any dam except as incidental to an appropriate function of the Federal 
Government, ‘ 

The members also believe that all Federal multipurpose projects should be 
reexamined to determine if they contribute immediately to national defense. 
So far as possible, water resources development should be financed by private 
institutions, rather than Federa] expenditures. 

Federal electric power from the Hells Canyon project is not needed for 
national defense. The first hydro-power unit of the project would not be ready 
for use until 6 years after the start of the project. 

There is no power shortage in the Snake River Valley and the private power 
companies have plans to supply all the future needs of the area, if they are 
allowed to proceed. 

The Idaho Power Co. has plans for five low-head and low-cost power dams in 
the Snake River Canyon and has an application pending for a license to build 
one of these dams and power plants, at no cost to the Federal Government or 
the taxpayers. 

The annual reports of the Bonneville Power Administration show that it is 
planned to transmit most of the power from the Hells Canyon to the lower 
Columbia Valley in Washington and western Oregon. Power can be supplied 
to that area more economically from proposed new private utility and Federal 
multipurpose projects in the general area of consumption than from the Hells 
Canyon project. 

To illustrate local opposition to the Hells Canyon project, I attach a copy 
of the resolution adopted by the Nampa, Idaho, Chamber of Commerce together 
with its statement, Basic Issues on Hells Canyon Dam. 

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States strongly urges your com- 
mittee to reject H. R. 5743. We request that this letter together with the 
resolution and statement of the basic issues prepared by the Nampa, Idaho, 
Chamber be made a part of the record of the hearings on H. R. 5743. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R,. MILEs. 


RESOLUTION BY THE NAMPA, IpAHO, CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OPPOSING FEDERAL 
CONSTRUCTION OF HELLS CANYON DAM AS PROPOSED IN H. R. 5743 


Whereas the Nampa Chamber of Commerce by a vote of 201 to 6, with ballots 
sent to all members, has overwhelmingly declared its opposition to Federal con- 
struction of Hells Canyon Dam, and has done so with many written-in comments 
vehemently expressing their opposition, and 

Whereas after careful examination of the proposals of the Department of the 
Interior and legal analysis of the bill, it is clear that such construction would 
menace our welfare, and represents another dangerous step toward the socializa- 
tion of our Nation: therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That Members of the House and Senate be fully informed of our 
unequivocal opposition to H. R. 5743. 
Approved by the board of directors of the Nampa, Idaho, Chamber of Com- 
merce, March 14, 1952. 
Attest: 
JAMES W. Katsus, President. 
Bos SUMMERVILLE, Secretary-Manager. 





Basic Issues on Hetits Canyon DAM 


(Prepared by the governmental affairs committee of the Nampa, Idaho, Chamber 
of Commerce as a supplement to the resolution of its board of directors, and 
so as to clearly set forth the reasons whereby our people are overwhelmingly 
against Federal construction of Hells Canyon Dam, proposed in H. R. 5743.) 
Source material is listed on page 3. Both sides of the question have been 

carefully studied. As much weight as possible was given “pro” considerations ; 

but after thorough study the committee finds that the overwhelming sentiment 
of the people of Idaho against Hells Canyon Dam is not only sound, but that 
the menace to Idaho and to the Nation is greater than has generally been 
supposed. 

CLOSE TO A BILLION DOLLARS INVOLVED 


Construction of Hells Canyon Dam would cost $476,000,000 (as estimated by 
the Bureau of Reclamation including transmission lines) and close to a billion 
dollars for the additional downstream dams that, as a part of the system, must 
be built to attain the advantages argued for in construction of the big dam. 


NATION CAN’T AFFORD IT 


The Government is already spending many billions of dollars above what it 
can collect in taxes. New expenditures of this order and at this time can only 
further endanger our whole economy, with bankrupt England as the example. 


LOW POWER RATES FICTITIOUS . 


It is completely obvious in thousands of examples that private enterprise does 
things more efficiently and economically than the Government. Low power rates 
by Federal agencies represent the bait of subsidy, or of providing “something 
for nothing” at the expense of the taxpayers——the course that is breaking the 
Nation. 

GOVERNMENT ESTIMATES COSTS TOO LOW 


Government estimates are invariably less than the projects actually cost. 
Some 31 Bureau projects estimated before Congress to cost $1,626,488,174 
actually came to $5,252,404,105 before they were completed, or more than three 
times the estimates. 

DEFENSE ARGUMENT SPURIOUS 


The claim that Hells Canyon Dam is needed for defense is obviously spurious 
in that the time estimated for construction is 6 to 10 years, the five low-head dams 
can be completed in 24 to 30 months, and one big dam is far more vulnerable to 
atomic attack. 

POWER ESTIMATES MERELY CONJECTURAL 


The Department of the Interior makes a major argument for the construction 
of Hells Canyon Dam that it will act as a storage reservoir to feed downstream 
dams, increasing their power production. This increased power is added to what 
can actually be generated at the big dam and cost estimates are correspondingly 
reduced. Because such estimates are based on the construction of four additional 
downstream dams yet to come before Congress for appropriations they are decep- 
tive. Comparisons are based on conjecture. Meanwhile only the estimated cost 
of Hells Canyon Dam is discussed, and not the total of nearly a billion dollars to 
make all of it possible. 
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ATOMIC POWER 





The development of atomic power may in the not distant future remove the 





Oni- - * oe : 
. necessity for additional hydroelectric plants. 
JEOPARDIZES IDAHO IRRIGATION 
rs Southern Idaho is dependent on irrigation. Filling the huge storage basin of 
Hells Canyon Dam would require large spring runoffs and this, particularly in 
drier years, would conflict with the necessity for upstream irrigation storage and 
thus endanger the water rights earned and paid for by Idaho farmers, as well as 
jeopardize future irrigation developments. 
ber 
and ENDANGERS CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS 
” The State of Idaho would get none of the proposed Hells Canyon power for its 
citizens without signing contracts prepared by the Department of the Interior, and 
pen the signing of any such contract would nullify that section of Idaho's constitution 
aS ; whereby the people, through their legislature and their courts, may maintain con- 
ent trol over the use of their water, and this in turn means a violation of the Consti- 
hat tution of the United States which guarantees a republic form of government to 
_ each of the States, or complete right to self-government. 
IMPLIES BUREAUCRATIC REGULATION 
by The passage of H. R. 5743 would place Idaho’s private power industry, owned 
on chiefly by thousands of Idaho stockholders, at the mercy of the Federal power 
ust agency, and this, along with the legal possibilities of Federal control over the 
use of water, implies a manifold regulation of Idaho economy originating at 
Washington, D. C. 
DEPARTMENT WANTS VALLEY AUTHORITIES 
it The Department of the Interior has published its program for controlling the 
ily electric power of the Nation by means of valley authorities and the Department 
le. has not repudiated this objective, nor removed those who are sympathetic to it. 
LEADS TO COLUMBIA VALLEY AUTHORITY 
es Oscar Chapman, present Secretary of the Interior, has said Hells Canyon Dam 
Cs is a step in the direction of a Columbia Valiey Authority, and it is only a question 
ng of how fast it can be pushed (see Portland Oregonian of November 25, 1951). 
he 
“THE GREAT ALUMINUM FARCE” 
According to the June 1951, article in Fortune magazine entitled “The Great 
st. Aluminum Farce” the power shortage in the Northwest was deliberately imposed 
i4 by the Department of the Interior by bringing aluminum reduction plants into the 
>e area. They were used to “pry additional hydroelectric appropriations out of Con- 
gress” although the raw material (alumina or bauxite) comes from Gulf Coast 
States 2,800 miles away and natural gas-power in large quantities is available in 
those Southern States. 

18 

IS INDUSTRIAL POSSIBILITIES NOT AS PICTURED 

0 

The argument that Hells Canyon Dam will result in great industrial develop- 

ment for Idaho, or for the Pacific Northwest, is to be examined cautiously, for— 

1. It refers almost entirely to the Government-financed aluminum industry 
n which requires nearly four times the kilowatts of all other other industries. 
n Further, the electric power needed to employ one man in an aluminum reduction 
it plant will employ 18 men in a pulp mill, 36 in flour mills, 103 in lumber, 200 in 
y food products, 275 in furniture and other manufacturing, which means throttling 
il our most productive industries, curtailing the development of our raw materials, 
y and definitely limiting any increase of employment or population. 
it 2. Government power implies other Government-financed industries in com- 
0 petition with private industry. 


3. The expansion of private industry greatly depends on lessening the Federal 
tax burden which the erection of huge tax-free projects militates against. 
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4. Idaho is aggressively pursuing its potentialities for industrial developmen: 
and is at grips with the real problems rather than dream stuff. 

5. Private tax-paying enterprise will develop all the power Idaho will ever need 
if the Federal Government allows it to go ahead. 


PRIVATE VERSUS PUBLIC MONOPOLY 


Private power companies are kept in line by survival factors in making both 
ends meet, service to the area on which their existence depends, and are regulated 
and controlled by the Federal Power Commission and State public utility com 
missions. But a public-power monopoly, once entrenched, is complete and fina 
Workers cannot strike against the Government. It may use fines, penalties 
and force to back up its demands. 


ENTRANCE TO SOCIALISM 


Whereas freedom for the full exertion of private enterprise is what has made 
America great, Government in the power business—observing that electric power 
can be the seat of all actual power—represents bureaucratic control fundamen 
tally alien to private enterprise, as certain to crush it with taxes as it will destroy 
it with regulations, that is, if the trend is not stopped here and now. 


FREEDOM COMES FIRST 


The right to self-control of our future, or freedom, is infinitely more precious 
than the illusory benefits that spell more regulation, more taxes, and thus more 
general poverty and ultimate dictatorship. 

(Source material: H. R. 5748. House Document 473. Current memoranda 
of the Bureau of Reclamation. Project Planning Report No. 1-5, 75-0, Bureau 
of Reclamation. Facts about alternative proposals for developing Snake River 
waters, Bureau of Reclamation, legal analysis of H. R. 5743 by Fred Taylor 
Congressional Record, House, Feb. 14, 1952, wherein Congressman Werdel gives 
facts on Federal Government versus people on water rights for the Santa Mar- 
garita River, Calif.) 


Mr. Enatr. The committee stands adjourned until 10 tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the committee adjourned to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., of the following day, Wednesday, April 2, 1952.) 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 2, 1952 


Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 


Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 o'clock, the Honorable Clair Engle, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Ener. The subcommittee will be in order for the further con- 
sideration of H. R. 5743. 

The House goes in session at 11 o’clock this morning, so we are going 
to proceed as rapidly as we can. 

Fuherday afternoon Governor Jordan contacted me and said that 
pressing business required his attention in Idaho and requested that 
if it was at all possible he desired to be excused from attendance for 
further questions this morning. 

Mr. Budge informed me that, so far as his side of the committee 
was concerned, those left who had not questioned Governor Jordan, 
that those members would waive questions, and a similar inquiry was 
made of the members on the Democrat side, all of whom in deference 
to the Governor's business schedule agreed to defer any questions that 
they might have until a later date, or to submit them in writing. 

The Governor indicated he would be willing to answer questions in 
writing for the committee, or return at some future time, he intends 
to be in Washington, I believe, in June in any event, and would be 
willing to answer questions. 

As a consequence the chairman informed the Governor that his 
attendance here, according to the priority of the committee, would not 
be required. 

I trust that that meets with the approval of the committee. 

The first witness this morning is Mr. Chester K. Sterrett, of Port- 
land, Oreg., representing the Portland Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Sterrett, do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would like to supplement 
it with a few brief remarks. 

Mr. Enoir. Without objection, the statement will be made a part 
of the record following Mr. Sterrett’s remarks. You may proceed, 
Mr. Sterrett, to summarize your statement. 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER K. STERRETT, OF THE PORTLAND 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Srerretr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Chester K. Sterrett, manager of the industry department of 
the Portland Chamber of Commerce, Portland, Oreg. 
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Our organization has had a long record in the promotion of the 
water resources of the Columbia River and its tributaries. It was 
through our urging that the late Senator McNary got to work and 
finally got the Federal Government to build the Bonneville project 
and since that time our organization has been active on the promo- 
tion of the other projects on the Columbia, Willamette, and its tribu- 
taries, and in our entire history our organization has never promoted 
any project which we did not feel would be self-liquidating and pay 
back to the Federal Treasury the cost of the subject. 

In consideration of this proposed Hells Canyon project, there is a 
grave doubt in our mind that this project will be self-liquidating, 
For that and other reasons, our board of directors. at a meeting 
held about 10 days ago, voted to go on record as against this proposed 
bill. It was my privilege 2 weeks ago to attend the ceremony, the 
opening ground-breaking ceremony of the Dalles Dam. The Dalles 
Dam is a dam immediately above the Bonneville Dam. When I got 
back here to Washington last Thursday I found that the House Ap- 
propriations Committee had removed any appropriation for thie 
next fiscal vear for that project, which is now getting under way. 

We realize that the Federal Government has a considerable prob- 
lem in furnishing the money for the projects in our area which are now 
under construction. For that reason, and for the reason that.the 
development of the resources of the Snake River can be developed 
by private resources of the Idaho Power Co., we feel that this bill 
should be reported out adversely by this committee. 

That ends my statement, but I would like to say for the record that 
I just received a telegram from the Bend, Oreg., Chamber of Com- 
merce, opposing this bill. Bend is the largest city in central Oregon. 
The Bend Chamber of Commerce has gone on record as opposing 
this bill. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Enere. Mr. Sterrett, do you have any doubt that this project 
will pay out and pay the cost to the Federal Government, with interest 

Mr. Srerretr. We certainly do, without affecting the existing rate 
base of the Bonneville Power Administration. 

Mr. Eneir. Do you believe that the matter of comparative benefits 
should be weighed at all in considering whether or not the Idaho 
Power Co. should build this project, or the Federal Government? 

Or do you think that that is immaterial ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. Our organization is firmly convinced that if private 
enterprise will take on and do a job of this magnitude, that they 
should he given the first opportunity. 

Mr. Encuie. I know, but it is conceded that the private power com- 
pany will not build a project producing as much power—at least, 
I assume it is—and if you don’t want to accept that assumption, don’t 
accept it, but assuming that to be the case, do you believe that com- 
parative benefits, region-wide to an area, ought to be considered in 
determining whether or not the private companies or a public agency 
of some sort should build this project or do you regard that as imma- 
terial? 

Mr. Srerrerr. No; we realize there are such benefits as flood con- 
trol, downstream power generation, which might accrue from a Hells 
Canyon project, but in our opinion there are other projects on the 
Snake River, upper Snake River, which would provide these benefits 
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and at the same time not interfere with the proposed development 
of the Idaho Power Co. 

Mr. Ener. Are you prepared to say what those other projects are ? 

Mr. Sterrertr. There is the Mountain Sheep project which has been 
discussed, 

Mr. Enere. Right there; I understand the Army engineers investi- 
gated the Mountain Sheep project, and turned it down, Am I cor- 
rect about that ? 

Mr. Srerretr. I am not sure. 

Mr. Beper. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Ener. Yes. 

Mr. Buver. After the gentleman left the day before yesterday, we 
had an Army engineer witness here and he testified that Mountain 
Sheep would produce more storage and more power than Hells Canyon, 
and his objection to it was that it was more expensive than Hells 
Canyon, but he admitted that it was a better project so far as storage 
of power than the one we are considering. 

Mr. Enevr. What did he say about it with reference to economic 
feasibility ? 

Mr. Buper. He said it was economically feasible. That is my recol- 
lection. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Enete. Yes. 

Mrs. Bosone. I think I was the one who asked the questions. I 
asked him with relationship of Hells Canyon in value to those dams, 
and he said that Hells Canyon was an essential part of those dams. 

Mr. Enexe. In other words, the Mountain Sheep is not an alterna- 


tive to Hells Canyon in any sense. Hells Canyon is essential, accord- 
ing to his testimony in any event? 

Mrs. Bosone. That was the sense. 

Mr. Enere. Well, your position, though, is that there are other 
projects. What others did you have in mind besides this Mountain 


Sheep / 

Mr. Srerrerr. I have been told by the best engineers in our part 
of the country that the most economic project on the upper Snake 
River is the Nez Perce project, which is just below the Mountain 
Sheep project. I am not competent to say which is the best, but all 
I have to do is go by the people that we have the most confidence in. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Morris? 

Mr. Morris. I believe I have no questions at this time. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Crawford ¢ 

Mr. Crawrorp. Have you people come to the conclusion, Mr. Ster- 
rett, that the Idaho Power Co. is in financial condition to do the 
necessary work in this general area? 

Mr. Srerretr. Based on their past records, I am. They have got 
a remarkable record of taking care of their area, providing the power 
needs in that district, and in addition 

Mr. Crawrorp. On that point. were you here yesterday morning? 

Mr. Srerrerr. Yes. I wanted to go on if you don’t mind, and say 
that in addition to providing the needs in their own area, the Idaho 
Power Co, through a series of transfers have been supplying power 
to our Northwest power pool in Oregon and Washington, so in addi- 
tion to supplying their own needs, they have been giving power into 
the other pool west of the Cascades. 
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Mr. Crawrorp. To what extent do you people up there in the North- 
west depend upon the Columbia River Basin concept or development 
for your power at the present time ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. I would say that practically 95 percent of our power 
comes from hydroelectric sources in our area. It is all interconnected 
into the Northwest power pool, private companies, Bonneville Power 
Administration, city of Seattle, city of Tacoma, there are only some 
small fuel-generating plants in Portland and at Tacoma which are 
tied into that pool. 

Mr. Crawrorp. I understand it is all tied in together, but I didn’t 
make my question clear. 

To what extent do you people up there in the Northwest depend 
upon the Federally financed Columbia River development for your 
power ¢ 

Mr. Srerrerr. It is a very large share. I am not in position to say. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Would you say 65 percent ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. It would be in that order. 

Mr. CrawForp. 65 percent or more? 

Mr. Srerrerr. Yes. 

Mr. Crawrorp. I get the impression—I don’t want to misunder- 
stand your organization—that insofar as the Portland Chamber of 
Commerce is concerned, it is willing to depend upon such combina- 
tions of Federal and private finance for your power needs as may be 
worked out from time to time without the development of the Hells 
Canyon project, as represented ? 

Mr. Srerrett. That is right. 

Mr. Crawrorp. You are willing to stand on that ? 

Mr. Srerretr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Suppose that kind of development failed to give you 
the power that you are going to require?) Then what would be your 
position ¢ 

Mr. Srerretr. That is a matter we would have to take up when 
we get tothat point. lam not prepared to say. 

Mr. Crawrorp. I got an impression the other day which may be 
wrong: 

Do you think the loss of the Hells Canyon project by not taking 
advantage of it at the present time and thereby losing it would greatly 
interfere with your progress if some time you found the combination 
of Federal and private power failed to meet your requirements? 

Mr. Srerrerr. I don’t think so. There are other projects that we 
need to start before we do anything with Hells Canyon or anything 
on the Snake. 

We should get appropriations started for the projects on the 
Accoutenai River. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Let me ask you one other question. 

Your organization, then, does not attach any substantial importance 
to the idea of preserving the locations presented in this over-all under 
taking as related to the five locations proposed by the Idaho Power 
Co. ¢ 

Mr. Srerretr. No. Of course, we are a great believer in Columbia 
Basin Interagency Committee, and we fee! that through the process 
of elimination and the possibility of interstate compacts, we would 
rather leave the priority on these projects to the Columbia Basin 
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Interagency Committee or some future interstate compact arrange- 
ment. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Thank you. 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. Regan? 

Mr. ReGan. No questions. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Miller? 

Mr. Mitter. I would just like to ask this: You have covered some 
of the questions, but you are in agreement that more power is needed 
in the Pacific Northwest ¢ 

Mr. Sterretr. Very vitally needed. 

Mr. Mivier. And I understand you have testified that there was 
an interchange of power between private and public power now 
operating in that area ? 

Mr. Srerretr. That is right. 

Mr. Mitier. They inte rchange their power, one with the other? 

Mr. Srerrett. Yes. 

Mr. Mutter. And do you know which project or projects would 
create the most power, the high dam proposed by the Interior De- 
partment, or the group of several small dams proposed by the private 
power compi inies ¢ 

Mr. Srerrerr. That is a matter which I think the engineers who 
are here will testify more in detail. I would rather let that 
question 

Mr. Mitier. I believe we had some evidence that the higher dam 
would create a good deal more power—40 or 50 percent more power. 
Are you familiar with that? 

Mr. Srerretr. I am somewhat familiar with it. 

Mr. Mitier. You do not know whether that is true or not ? 

Mr. Srerretr. Some of the engineers are not in entire agreement, 
I think. I have seen a number of different analyses of the situation. 
It is hard to say who is correct on that. 

Mr. Miuuer. As far as your Portland area is concerned, there are 
other rivers in which you feel power projects could be developed that 
might be, would you say more feasible than the ones proposed on the 
same river ¢ 

Mr. Srerrett. I would say there are projects more feasible than 
the Hells Canyon project. 

Mr. Miller. Thank you. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Bentsen ¢ 

Mr. Bentsen. No questions. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. D’Ewart ! 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes; I have one or two questions: 

I was interested in your statement that this project was not eco- 
nomically feasible. When you made that statement you were apply- 
ing it to only what was contained in the bill before us? 

Mr. Srerrerr. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. And those projects, Seriver Creek and Hells 
Canyon, as proposed in this bill, were not economically feasible ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. I am not too sure about Scriver Creek. That is like 
the tail wagging the dog, in the bill. Not too much has been said about 
Scriver Creek. 

_ Mr. D’Ewarr. I agree. Not much has been said about it. It is 
included in the bill. We will have to strike it out if we act on this 
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bill. No one has supported it in any way since we started on this 
hearing. 

Mr. Srerrerr. I am not in position to say much about Scriver 
Creek. I haven’t studied that particular project. 

Mr. D’Ewart. You are confining your remarks as to the feasibility 
of Hells Canyon? 

Mr. Srerretr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Eneue. Mrs. Bosone. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Mr. Sterrett, you are in favor of the Mountain Sheep 
Dam, I take it, from what you said a few minutes ago, and if you 
favor > it you favor the Nez Perce Dam? 

Mr. Srerretr. I would say that if I had one dam to build, in the 
lower Snake Canyon, I would give the first consideration to the Nez 
Perce Dam. 

Mrs. Bosonr. And you would disagree, then, with the Army 
Engineers when they say that Hells Canyon is an essential part of 
those dams ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. I haven’t seen that statement. 

Mrs. Bosonr. If that were the statement made here before this 
committee, would you disagree with it ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. I would like to reserve my judgment in seeing what 
they actually said, and to get the benefit of the best engineering 
advice that we can get on the matter. 

Mrs. Bosone. I asked the que stion of the Army engineer who was 
here, the relationship of Hells Canyon project to these other projects— 
Nez Perce and Mountain She ‘ep—and from his testimany, then I said 
do you consider that Hells Canyon is an essential part of those 
projects, and he said yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentlewoman yield at that point? 

Just to refresh her recollection, Mr. Fernald said: 

The Hells Canyon Dam is a part..of each of the first two plans I have out- 
lined. The third plan, it is eliminated by the high Mountain Sheep project. 
The economics of the first two plans are superior to the economics of the third 
plan. However, the third plan in itself is also economically feasible. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Now, keep on reading. 

Mr. Sayior (reading) : 

Mrs. Bosone. Hells Canyon is an essential part of those two? 

Mr. Fernavp. Hells Canyon is an essential part of the first two; that is 
correct, 

Mrs. Bosonr. That is the testimony to which I referred; yes, sir. 

Mr. Enete. Is that all? 

Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Saytor. I have no questions at this time. 

Mr. Enoeir. Mr. Aspinall? 

Mr. Asprnauu. Mr. Sterrett, if I understand your testimony it is to 
the effect that you desire that private industry or enterprise build this 
project if it is able to do so; is that right ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. Yes; that is right. 

Mr. Aspinavt. How much time would you give private enterprise 
at the present time to build the project and get it under construction ? 

Mr. Sterrert. I think that the Idaho Power Co. would be ready 
to go into construction of the Oxbow project within a short 
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Mr. Asprnatu. I didn’t ask you what time the Idaho Power Co. 
would be ready to go. I want to know how much time you think 
should be allowed for them or any other private enterprise to proceed. 

Mr. Srerrerr. I think they should be allowed a reasonable time— 
5 to 6 sven 

Mr. Aspinauyi. There has been quite a good bit said here in these 
committee ineetings, especially by opponents of this legislation, that 
they thought that this was an Invasion upon the rights of private 
enterprise to conduct its business. 

As I understand from your testimony, you are not opposed to pub- 
lic power; is that right ¢ 

Mr. Srerrerr. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnati. You favor public power in order to build up the 
great Northwest, where private enterprise wen’t take care of the 
responsibility ¢ 

Mr. Srerrerr. I think they both have a joint responsibility now. 

Mr. Aspinati. And you would favor public power at this time 
taking care of construction lower down the river from Hells Canyon 
Dam site ¢ 

Mr. Srerretrr. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnaui. Why wouldn’t you favor private enterprise doing 
that ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. Because the projects lower down are multipurpose 
projects, navigation, irrigation, and so forth. 

Mr. Asprnati. Do I understand Mountain a and Nez Perce 
sites have more irrigation facilities than the Hells Canyon project ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. No; none of them provide any irrigation benefits, 
except as if you do go into this provision of providing ] power revenue 
to help subsidize reclamation. 

Mr. Asrprnatt. Do I understand you to say that the navigation 
benefits are greater on these two lower down than Hells Canyon / 

Is that your contention ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. No. 

Mr. Asprnaun. After all, the benefits and multipurpose objectives 
are one and the same for these three different projects. 

Mr. Srerrerr. Except that according to the best information we 
have, partciularly the Nez Perce project, they are more economically 
feasible than the other. 

Mr. Aspinauy. I don’t understand. Which is more economically 
feasible ¢ 

Mr. Srerrerr. Nez Perce. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Is more economically feasible than Hells Canyon ¢ 

Mr. Srerrerr. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnauy. If that is true, why doesn’t private enterprise step 
in and build its inst: lation at that point, then ? 

Mr. Srerretr. That is something I can’t answer, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprann. I can’t, either. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enoir. Mr. Budge? 

Mr. Boner. Mr. Sterrett, with regard to the questions of the gentle- 
man from Colorado, there is no private company operating in that 
area that could undertake this Nez Perce site; is there, sir? 
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Mr. Srerretr. That is right. It is in that rough country, where 
there is no development at the present time. 

Mr. Buper. And in the down-river plants, that is all government 
power in there; there is no private company operating in that area; 
is there? 

Mr. Srerrerr. That is right. 

Mr. Aspinauu. tf the gentleman will vield tome. Maybe I have a 
mistaken idea. As I understand it. there is no private power company 
operating in Hells Canyon at the present time. There has been, but 
there is none operating at the present time. 

Mr. Buver. No, but Mr. Aspinall, the Hells Canyon area and the 
site is adjacent to the area now being served by the Idaho Power Co., 
which is not true of sites downstream. ‘There is no private power 
company operating in that other area, or adjacent to it. You see, 
these sites are a good many miles apart, and this particular area is 
right adjacent to the area in eastern Oregon and western Idaho that 
is now served by the Idaho Power Co. 

That is not true of the sites downstream, which would require 
very lengthy and very expensive transmission lines. The same 
situation exists, 

Mr. Asprnaty. How far down the stream is Mountain Sheep from 
the Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Buper. I am just guessing. I would guess it must be 50 or 75 
miles down the canyon. 

Mr. Asprnautu. The transmission lines will have to be built in either 
instance; will they not? 

Mr. Buper. Well, I think that is true; yes, but you are simply 
adding on additional transmission costs in order to bring the power 
back to the area now served by the private companies, the farther down 
the river you go, which makes the power more expensive. 

I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Encuie. Mr. McMullen? 

Mr. McMc ten. No questions. 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. Bow? 

Mr. Bow. I would like to just make one observation, Mr. Chairman: 

Mr. Sterrett, Dr. Miller’s inquiry of you spoke of the Hells Canyon 
project producing a great deal more power than that of the Idaho 
Power & Light. 

According to the charts that we have here, the Hells Canyon power 
plant under the Government would develop 688,000 kilowatts and the 
Idaho Power & Light would develop 530,000 kilowatts. Is that your 
understanding ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. That is my understanding. There is some question 
about 688,000 kilowatts, though. I won't get into that. 

Mr. Bow. So actually there is a very small difference between what 
the Idaho Power & Light would develop at Hells Canyon? 

Mr. Srerrerr. That is right, except that the Hells Canyon project 
would store water and thus give additional power to downstream 
plants. 

Mr. Bow. Would you say that it would be possible to build down- 
stream a storage dam to accomplish the same purpose without destroy- 
ing the possibility of the Idaho Power & Light developing their 
project at Hells Canyon? 

Mr. Srerrerr. That is right; that is what I am trying to bring out. 





HELLS CANYON DAM 


Mr. Bow. And that could be purely a storage dam company; could 

not ? 

Mr. Srerrett. Yes. 

Mr. Bow. So you would then save somewhere around $137 million 
in hydroelectric ¢ equipment, plus about $120 million in transmission 
lines; am I correct in those statements ? 

Mr. Srerrerr. I think so. 

Mr. Bow. So it would be somewhere around $250 million that might 
be saved in Federal expenditures by the building of a storage dam, and 
still accomplish the same purposes that are anticipated by this legis- 
lation. Am I eorrect in that? 

Mr. Srerretr. I think that is right. 

Mr. Eneie. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Bow. a sir. 

Mr. Ener. Is the gentleman saying that you can develop the same 
power by building a storage dam downstream ? 

Mr. Bow. Yes; 1 think we can, from the standpoint that the 688,000, 
if that is correct—and I am using the Department of the Interior’s 
tigures—is the power that is generated at Hells Canyon. 

The additional power that they speak of is generated by reason of 
storage, as it goes into the system on down the river. 

Mr. Enatr. That is true, but you wouldn’t have in the first place 
the storage dam built, because it costs money. 

Mr. Bow. Would cost money, but about $250,000,000 less than the 
project we have before® us, because you would not be including the 
hydroelectric features in the dam, and you would not have the great 
expense of transmission lines, 

Mr. Enore. Hydroelectric features are the ones that I protest the 
least. Those are the cash registers on these dams. 

I don’t see how you can build an unproductive storage dam down- 
Ph and come out with a better proposition than you do when you 
have highly productive storage dams apeream. 

Mr. Bow. It seems to me if we can save $250 million it is a pretty 
good move to make, and actually if that is your flood control and aids 
your navigation and stores the water to generate this additional 

436,000 kilowatts, by having the storage, then I think it is practical. 

Mr. Enatr. Not when you take the cash registers off the dam. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. Chairman, you are not doing that. You are storing 
water to create this addition: nl 436,000 kilowatts that they are depend- 
ing on in addition to Hells Canyon power. 

Mr. Enete. I know that, but I still can’t figure how you can put an 
unproductive block of cement in the river 

Mr. Bow. It becomes productive from the standpoint that it stores 
the water that generates the 436,000 additional that they are talking 
about, and you still preserve the private enterprise doing the job that 
they anticipate doing at Hells Canyon and you save $250 million by 
doing it. 

Mr. Eneue. I know that, and you take the cash register off of the 
front of your dam, which I would like to see some engineers add up. 
That sure doesn’t sound like good arithmetic to me. 

Mr. Bow. It is good arithmetic to me when we can save $250 million. 

Mr. Exaur. Not if the power revenues are greatly in excess of that. 

Mr. Bow. The power revenue would be the same, because you would 
be accomplishing the same purpose. 
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Mr. Encir. No; you would be leaving out the biggest block of power 
produced in the project, which is something over 600,000 kilowatts at 
Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Bow. You would be producing 530,000 kilowatts, at Hells 
Canyon by Idaho Power and you would be paying taxes and servicing 
the people and you would not have to build the Government trans 
mission lines. That would be built by private enterprise. You would 
then take care of that. You are generating the power at Hells 
Canyon. Then by a storage dam you would be able to generate this 
additional 436,000 kilowatts, which they claim would be developed 
through the Columbia and the Snake River at the other points. 

Mr. Enatr. You wouldn't be able to do it unless you could get the 
same water commitments which would be necessary for Hells Canyon, 
to which the Idaho people protest, because the power 2-8 in the 
lower plants is predicated upon the water coming out of Hells Canyon, 
which is the very same water claimed by the people of Idaho, not 
available for the project at Hells Canyon and you can’t suppose the 
same power results from the lower dams unless you have the storage at 
Hells Canyon, and if you are going to have the storage at Hells Canyon 
you might as well have the cash registers on the front of your 
dam. 

I just can’t put the two together and come out with the same answer 
that you do, but we can discuss that later, and probably not take so 
much time of the committee. 

(The statement of Chester K. Sterrett is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CHESTER K. STERRETT, PORTLAND CHAMBER OF COM MERCE 


The Portland Chamber of Commerce, an organization representing over 4,000 
businessmen in Portland, Oreg., has been in existence 60 years, and its predecessor 
organization an additional 20 years. Throughout that entire SQ-year period 
our organization has been extremely active in the field of water resource de- 
velopment of the Columbia River and its tributaries. 

The construction of the jetties at the entrance of the Columbia River and the 
dredging of the channel from Portland to the sea were among our earliest de- 
velopment activities in this sphere. The sponsorship of the Vale-Owyhee irri- 
gation project in eastern Oregon and other Oregon reclamation projects, together 
with a land settlement program in the early twenties to bring farmers to the 
newly irrigated lands of the West, can be pointed to with pride by our organiza- 
tion. Our leadership in the promotion of the great Willamette Valley project 
for flood control, irrigation, drainage, and power development, as well as the 
pioneering activity in the orderly development of the power resources of the 
Columbia River by original promotion of the Bonneville Dam, the McNary project, 
and The Dalles Dam, round out the past water resource development activities 
of the Portland Chamber of Commerce. 

In its entire history, our organization has never sponsored a project which 
would not be self-liquidating and return to the Federal Treasury the amount 
invested plus interest. As there is considerable doubt as to the immediate 
necessity and economic feasibility of the Hells Canyon project, our board of 
directors on March 21, 1952, adopted the following resolution on this subject: 

“The Portland Chamber of Commerce, after a thorough consideration of all 
factors concerning the construction of the proposed Hells Canyon project, goes 
on record as opposing the authorization of this project at the present time. The 
reasons for this decision are as follows: 

The Portland Chamber of Commerce is not satisfied that the Hells Canyon 
project is economically justified. 

Furtherr*re, the Portland Chamber of Commerce believes that development 
by local interests should be encouraged and when local enterprise is willing to 
undertake large scale power developments it should be permitted to do so. The 
Idaho Power Co. proposes to construct five low head dams on the Snake River 
including one at the proposed Hells Canyon site. The company will build these 
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projects without any drain on the Federal Treasury, and constantly pay taxes 
to both the Federal and local governments. For storage purposes, other projects 
are available which would serve more downstream plants and be much more 
valuable to the Pacific Northwest than the Hells Canyon project. Any appro- 
_ priation for the Hells Canyon project would be at the expense of Federal projects 
now under construction, thus delaying their completion and prolonging the 
existing power shortage.” 

Mr. Eneir. Thank you very much, Mr. Sterrett. We appreciate 
your statement. 

(The telegram referred to on p. 552 is as follows :) 

BEND, OREG., March 29, 1952. 
Cuester M. STERReTT, 
Care of United States Chamber of Commerce, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The Bend Chamber of Commerce wishes to go on record as being opposed 
to construction of the Hells Canyon Dam by Federal expenditure providing an 
equivalent development will be undertaken by private capital. 

MARION E, Capy, 
Manager, Bend Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Encue. The next witness is Mr. Blaine Hallock, of Baker, Oreg., 
an attorney. 

Do you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Hatxiock. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enete. Do you desire to read your statement, or would you 
prefer to submit and summarize ? 

Mr. Hautock. I should like to summarize to the extent that time 
may be available for that purpose, but I have a statement that I would 
be glad to have received in the record. 

Mr. Enoie. Without objection, your statement will be made a part 


of the record at the end of your extemperaneous testimony, and you 
may proceed if you wish to summarize it, sir. 
Mr. Hatxock. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF BLAINE HALLOCK, ATTORNEY AT LAW, 
BAKER, OREG. 


Mr. Hatxock. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name——- 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Hallock, would you state to the committee in the 
beginning in what capacity you appear? 

Mr. Hatrock. Yes; I appear, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, as the accredited representative of the Chamber of Com- 
merce for Baker County, pursuant to its resolution against the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration’s Hell Canyon “foot in the door” trans- 
mission line proposal; for the Baker County Taxpayers’ League; for 
the Snake River Free Enterprise Association of Baker County, and 
for an organization identically named that represents the people of 
Washington County, Idaho, those counties being on both sides of the 
river at the location of the proposed dam—and if I may say so, I 
should like to add another word respecting a group of people who seem 
to me haven’t been given a great deal of thought up to this time. 
Every member of this panel is identified with that group. Every 
person in this room is identified with that group. There are about 
150 million of us here in the United States who make up that group, 
and I think I can well include also every unborn babe whose citizenship 
will fall under the Stars and Stripes. 
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In other words, I am thinking about these people around whose 
necks there is now a badge reading something like this: “The in 
debtedness of my Nation exceeds at this time some $260 billion. My 
share of that debt today is about $1,750, and tomorrow, and tomorrow, 
it will be greater proportionally unless something is done by some 
body here in authority to curb at least to some extent this terrific pro 
gram of Federal spending.” 

That is a group of people that we have got to think about. I am 
not in the employ of any private power company. In fact, my firm 
represents three plaintiffs who have actions pending now against the 
Idaho Power Co. in connection with some condemnation proceedings, 
and it also represents one client who has an action pending against the 
California Utilities Co., California Pacific Utilities Co., which serves 
us power there in Baker County. P 

i don’t know a great deal about kilowatt-hours, megowatts, and the 
details of the construction and operation of hydroelectric dams, 
transmission lines, generating plants, and the like, but because I have 
lived up in my country so long—I have been there now about 33 
years—I do know a great many people living there, I have talked to 
large numbers of them, and I can say that when the junior Senator 
from Oregon introduced this Hells Canyon bill on the floor of the 
Senate on March 7 of this year, he did not speak for the people of my 
State. They are gravely concerned about this continuous and per- 
sistent encroachment by Federal Government in the field of private 
enterprise. 

It is interesting to note that while the Senator in introducing that 
bill observed that he was speaking for himself and for his five Demo- 
cratic associates, he didn’t pretend to say that he was speaking for the 
State of Oregon, and he was not speaking for my State. 

I mention these things because I think it is quite important that we 
keep in mind that when the Senator introduced that bill, and | 
understand the House bill is an identical copy, he, with appropriate 
modesty, suggested that his observations be treated as a reference 
work for the future. 

In short, a sort of a Hells Canyon bible, and I think we are justified 
in examining the gentleman’s observations on that occasion to see 
just where his thinking leads and how it affects our people. 

I also think that in doing that we should keep in mind what I believe 
to be a cardinal principle—one that I have thought a great deal about 
down through the years of my life—and that is this: that it is just 
impossible to compromise a principle. 

Now, we can yield with respect to detail, but can we compromise a 
principle, and aren’t we compromising a principle day after day when 
we encourage government by bureaucracy, and the centralization and 
concentration of so much power in the hands of so few, whose positions 
in Government office are the result of something over which we have 
no control whatsoever ? 

In short, can we live in a state that is half socialistic, half copitalic 
tic? In other words, can a house divided against itself stand ? 

Now, when the Senator presented his bill, and delivered this spon 
soring speech, he very adroitly and in a very scholarly manner worked 
around an observation, with which we are all more or less familiar, 
a profound utterance by Abraham Lincoln himself, and that is the 
theme of his speech, and that observation in this, and I quote: 
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“The legitimate object of government is to do for the people what 
needs to be done, but which they cannot by individual effort do at 
all or do so well for themselves.” 

Aren’t we here confronted with a situation where it becomes vir- 
tually important for us to inquire into this matter whether we can 
do for ourselves through our individual effort the thing that must be 
done, whether we can do it as well, whether we can do it at all? 

Now, as I have said I do not represent the Idaho Power Co. I 
do not represent the California Pacific Utilities Co., but I do speak 
for a lot of people who realize that out where I live we have a big, 
well financed, competent, forward looking power organization that 
is not only ready and willing to continue the development of the power 
resources of Snake River, but is eager indeed to do it. 

Now, if that is true, 1f private enterprise can do the job, as was 
pointed out here, can do it so well and can do it on the basis whereby 
millions of dollars are saved for the taxpayers and whereby at the 
same time and by the same process millions of dollars of taxable value 
will be placed upon our tax rolls, why shouldn’t that matter receive 
our most earnest consideration and why shouldn’t the Department of 
the Interior as far as that is concerned, have come in here with figures 
and data disclosing that the program under which private enterprise 
would proceed is ineffective, it is insufficient. We have seen nothing 
of that kind yet. 

Now, in this Hells Canyon bible that I spoke of, the junior Senator 
from my State commented upon the fact that Idaho Power Co. wanted 
to do these things, but he said this, with respect to that Idaho power 
company: He said 7 at Chicago just a week after he had presented 
the Hells Canyon bill here on the floor of the Senate, referring to that 
company : 

They have the unique record of being the only power company in the United 
States to wreck a rural electric cooperative, once the cooperative had gotten 
into operation. You can figure out for yourselves what treatment any electric 
co-op can expect if the Idaho Power Co. gains control of the waters of the Snake. 

I know the Senator intimately. I have known him for many years, 
and he could have found out had he cared to inquire how definitely 
wrong he was in putting that statement in a public utterance delivered 
up there at Chicago only a few weeks ago. I say that because it was 
I who handled that transaction and I know all about it. A group of 
discouraged and disgruntled farmers, whose ranches are served by 
the co-op and who live in Baker and Malheur Counties in the State 
of Oregon, came to me with respect to what might be done toward 
getting themselves bailed out. The service if it may be so-called was 
wretched, the plant was falling apart, the charges were staggering, 
and those gentlemen went over and voluntarily contacted the Idaho 
Power Co. and said, “Come over, gentlemen, and see what you can do 
for us. Can you bail us out? Can you come to our relief?” And so 
after considerable negotiations, the power company finally took over 
that cooperative, paid every dollar of its indebtedness, reimbursed it 
for every cent that it had expended, rehabilitated the line completely, 
and is extending excellent service at substantially less than the rates 
that were charged by the co-op. 

Now, perhaps you may say that. isn’t material to the inquiry here. 
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I think it is when we realize that we are analyzing this Hells Canyon 
bible that has been suggested here as a reference work for the future. 

Now, in that bible—— 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Hallock, I did not understand your statement. 
Did you say that after they had completely taken over this and bailed 
it out, what happened to their rates? 

Mr. Hariock. Their rates were reduced, Mr. Congressman, sub- 
stantially reduced and I was so much interested in that when I say 
that utterance appeared in the papers that printed this speech, de- 
livered in Chicago, that I contacted Mr. Roach, for whom, by the way, 
I have a most profound regard and I asked him what happened to 
that situation. 

He said, “You would be interested to know,” and he showed me a 
sheaf of letters, perhaps he will produce them here, I know he will if 
you want to see them; they are letters from officers and representatives 
of that co-op writing the power company and expressing the greatest 
thanks and appreciation for what the power company had done, 

Now, as I say, these people were my clients. I know them all; if 
you would be interested in their names of course I will give them to 
you upon request. 

Now, in that speech, about the only other thing that the Senator 
had to say with respect to the program of the Idaho Power Co. was 
this: He said, “When we build Hells Canyon Dam we will drown 
out all of the dams, the other five dams that the Idaho Power Co. 

rants to build,” and that seemingly was treated as a valid and con- 
vincing argument but it occurred to me as it must have to all of you 
that you can drown out every hydroelectric dam in the Northwest, if 
you just go down the stream a little farther, and build another dam 
a little higher. We can drown out this 700-foot Hells Canyon Dam 
if we want to go down the canyon a little ways and build one a 
thousand feet high, and for that matter, if we are interested in that 
question of whether or not a Federal dam will drown out the dams 
of the private power companies, we can go down to Bonneville or 
Cascade Locks, where those mountains tower thousands of feet high, 
pushing themselves right up against the Columbia River, and we can 
drown out every hydroelectric plant in the State so surely there can 
be little merit to the argument that if the Idaho Power Co. develops 
the resources of this river by a series of low dams, the Government 
is going to have to come along and drown them all out. 

Now, I had intended to cover other features in more detail, but I 
know that already I am encroaching upon your time. I do want 
to say this, however, because I think it is quite important: It was also 
suggested in this speech of sponsorship that this high dam at Hells 
Canyon will be a multipurpose dam. It will serve so many pur- 
poses and it will serve those purposes that are incidental to the other 
purposes, and when you boil it all down, you find that the only pur- 
poses that it will serve will be the generation of electrical energy and 
the purposes incidental to those purposes are incidental to the genera- 
tion of the same energy. They have thrown in here some suggestions 
about flood control, about recreation; there isn’t any semblance of 
flood control about this proposal and as far as recreation is concerned, 
they are going to destroy it completely. 

Let’s propose that we have a motorboat down on this 93-mile Long 
Island sea, and one week we scramble down this precipitous hillside 
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and tie our motorboat to a rock and take a trip and next week we come 
out and find that motorboat lying almost at an oblique angle up the 
side of this rock wall with the lake a hundred feet below us. 

You know it is nonsense to talk about recreation advantages on this 
lake. 

Then we learn about navigation and in that document, that Hells 
Canyon bible, we find the benefits of navig “eeprom on this inland sea 
estimated to possess a value of about $100, 000 a yea 

Well, it is going to require a most vivid im: dition to assume that 
when that lake is constructed and when this boat line is established, 
there will be a single pound of freight moving on that waterway, 
or a single lonesome passenger to take a trip on the boat. 

Really, the only living creatures down in that rocky gorge that 
might be said to constitute potential passengers for that boatline 
are the rattlesnakes and the jack rabbits with their long ears that we 
have talked about here, and the gophers and coyotes. 

Mr. Enere. Hatery ears / 

Mr. Hatsocx. Hairy ears. 

Just a word about this other advantage to navigation. 

The Senator says the lake will reach railhead at Huntington. It 
will make a contact with rails at Huntington; a contact for what, if 
you please? You understand that this lake will drown out the only 
tillable land in that whole section. You will understand, too, it will 
bury—and we have some data and statistics on this—it will bury 
mineral wealth to the value conservatively of at least $200 million 
and ther® will be no cultivated fields, no production of tonnage, not 
a single cow-brute grazing oh the grass ir ome) there isn’t any grass 
to graze_on, and yet this boatline will produce benefits to the extent 
of a hundred thousand dollars a vear. 

Well, they may say they would like to hop onto that boat and 
go down to look at the dam; but there is no occasion to do that because 
these department people have told us in every county in eastern 
Oregon and western Idaho that if we will just help them get this 
dam through here, we will have shortly a hard-surfaced highway 
leading from our doors to the lip of the dam. 

Those representations have been made. They disturb us. We are 
really concerned about this continuing assault upon Tree enterprise. 
We believe that free enterprise, if given any kind of a break, can 
do most anything that it wants to undertake. 

Does that sound like an extravagant statement? Travel over this 
broad land. Look at these steel mills. Look at these transconti- 
nental railroads. Look at these telephone and telegraph communica- 
tions, owned by private enterprise. developed by private enterprise, 
and serving all of the people. Let us take an outfit, we will say, 
like Pacific Telephone & Telegraph Co., United States Steel, con- 
cerns in this country are big enough to tackle any venture such as 
we are considering here, if they are given any kind of a break. 

We are not suggesting that when “private enterprise tackle this 
job—and private enterprise is eager and ready and willing to do it— 
we don’t suggest that private enterprise be given those advantages 
which the Government arrogates to itself when it invades the field 
of competition with private enterprise in the development of electric 
ehergy. 
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What are those advantages? Freedom from all form of taxes; no 
General Property taxes, State or Federal; freedom from — sem- 
blance of regulations to rates and practices; the right to prefer one 
group of consumers against another group; the right to discrimina- 
tion with respect to when and to what extent we will serve these 
people as against when and what extent we will serve these other 
people. We are not suggesting that private enterprise be given any 
such advantage as that. 

But I daresay that if we had any one of those advantages, a little 
group of us here could go up to New York and confer with those 
tycoons of finance, and we wouldn't have much trouble in raising 
your $500 million or whatever sum it is going to take to build that 
dam, but as I say, of course, we don’t seek that. 

We just seek the right to go along as we have been going out there, 
doing through individual effort and private enterprise, the things 
that have to be done, the things that Mr. Lincoln talked about, the 
things which private enterprise can do and will do well. 

I was very much interested in noting the slight difference in the 
costs of these two programs, one financed by the Federal Government, 
and one by private enterprise, and I think before these experts are 
through, you will find that the spread is even less than indicated 
by the gentleman a moment ago in his questions. 

Now, one more thing and I am through. I know I am taking up 
a lot of time, but let’s talk about these unrecoverable items; non- 
recoverable items. When this project is talked up in our country, 
very little is said about that. Here it has been conceded that at least 
12 percent of this investment is nonrecoverable, and it has been sug- 
gested too, that the total outlay will be $356 million. 

Well, based upon experience that we have had and an analysis 
of the costs. The estimated costs of the Federal projects as against 
their ultimate costs, we know that $300 million, six or seven hundred 
million dollars, would be far more nearly the correct figure. 

You can take 12 percent of any figure you want; 12 percent of 
$500 million is $60 million—$60 million to be invested in that enter- 
prise up there under the guise of aids to navigation, recreation and 
flood control, when those things actually do not exist. 

I have taken’ up far more time than I intended. I am grateful 
for your attention and if you have any questions, I will be glad to 
undertake to answer them. 

Mr. Enoie. Mr. Hallock, the Idaho Power Co. is a public utility, 
is it not? 

Mr. Hatxiock. Yes. 

Mr. Ener. And it is a public utility regulated under the laws of 
the State? 

Mr. Hatiocr. Yes. 

Mr. Enaue. Delivering an essential service to the people out there 
under a public utility license ? 

Mr. Hatzock. Yes. 

Mr. Encie. Which gives it to a certain extent at least a monopoly 
operation in the areas in which it operates; is that true? 

Mr. Hatiock. No, Congressman, I won't call it a monopoly oper- 
ation. You and I can go out there with sufficient capital and energy, 

‘and assuming that Mr. Chapman would let us, build some dams and 
develop some energy. There is nothing monopolistic about it except 
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from the standpoint that these people are there on the ground and 
perhaps competition would find a little difficulty getting started. 

Mr. Enete. You would also have to have a license from the public 
utilities commission of the State, wouldn’t you ? 

Mr. Hatiock. Yes. 

Mr. Enexe. You probably wouldn't get it if the service was rail- 
road being rendered ¢ 

What I am getting to is this, Mr. Hallock. You talk about free 
énterprise and private enterprise and this and that. My observation 
of the utility companies in my State is that they operate on a monopoly 
basis, they render an essential public service, they operate under a 
license from the States, on a monopoly basis, and the constitution of 
my State guarantees them a fair return on their investment. 

Mr. Hatxocx. That is right. 

Mr. Enexe. If that is free enterprise, it isn’t the kind of thing I 
had when I was out practicing law, and I had to outcompete the 
fellow next door or I didn’t get the business. 

Whenever I can be given an essential natural resource to deliver 
to the public on a monopoly basis, then I want to get into business. 
If that is the kind of free enterprise you are talking about, I would 
like a piece of it any time it is around, and I think there is a very very 
clear distinction between these so-called: businesses that operate on 
a public utility basis, with a monopoly right to deliver an essential 
service to the public, and for instance, the little fellow down here 
running a merchandise store selling suits, who doesn’t stay in busi- 
ness unless he outcompetes some fellow a little farther down the 
street. 

Mr. Hatiock. He goes out as soon as Uncle Sam competes with 
him, sir. 

Mr. Encir. There is a very distinct difference, and when people 
speak of public utility operation as a free enterprise, free enterprise 
operation, then I just raise a little question about it. I am not so 
sure we are talking about the same thing. 

Mr. Reppen. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Enawe. Yes. 

Mr. Reppen. The gentleman said he didn’t think this was any dif- 
ferent from any other business. The very basis of the permission that 
they obtain from a sovereign State or government to operate gives 
them monopolistic controls without which they couldn't survive. ‘This 
business in my opinion of a power company operating if it didn’t have 
power of eminent domain, which no individual ever gets, or could 
acquire from any sovereign State, if it didn’t have that, and if it 
didn’t have monopolistic rights, it couldn't survive. If everybody 
that wanted to put up a power company in the State of Idaho could 
do that with the same privileges and the same operations that an 
ordinary business concern, competing in the free world had a right 
to do, there wouldn’t be a power company in the United States be- 
cause this monopolistic privilege allows them to serve the public, 
knowing that they would be allowed to do so without someone else 
coming in and competing with their services, and reducing them to the 
status that they cannot survive. . 

Mr. Hauxock. I don’t know if that is intended as a question, but 
I would like to answer it this way. 

Mr. Reppen. I am just making an observation. 
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Mr. Enate. I will ask the question. 

I would like to have you distinguish if you will between a public 
utility operation operating under State license with all the broad 
powers that go with it, and the fellow down here on the street selling 
shirts. 

Dan’t we recognize there is any difference, and if there is, isn’t it 
the difference between free enterprise and something else? 

Mr. Hatvock. I think this, Mr. Congressman. If the government 
of the United States saw fit to go into the shirt selling business, thaf 
little fellow down the street wouldn't last very long, because he is con- 
fronted with all of those incidents that surround the man who com 
petes with his taxes to pay and his obligations to meet. 

Now, getting back to your other proposition, we have heard here 
that we need electrical energy, a vast quantity of it more than we 
have. If any group of us here, properly financed wanted to go into 
the State of Idaho or elsewhere and seek a certificate of convenience 
and necessity to set up a hydroelectric plant and start developing 
that energy, I can’t imagine we would have great difficulty in getting 
it. 

Mr. Enere. You just try it. 

I have read the statement you made here very carefully and there 
is quite a speech about free enterprise and private business. Now, 
my comment is that when you’talk about public utility operation you 
are not talking about free enterprise and private business. You are 
talking about a type of agency that is somewhere in between. It is 
semipublic in its nature. 

Mr. Hatxrock. We are not talking about free enterprise when we 
talk about the railroads 

Mr. Eneir. Mr. Redden wants to ask a question. 

Mr. Reppen. [ want to ask you a question. You know, of course, 
of the Hoover Dam and of the Roosevelt. Dam and the Shasta Dam 
and the Grand Coulee Dam and the Bonneville Dam. All those, I 
believe, are what we call public power projects. 

Now, do you say it was a mistake to construct projects: that they 
should never have been in operation out there in the West? 

Mr. Hatiock. No. I would say your first inquiry must be, is there 
private capital, is there private energy, is there private ability, is 
there private disposition to go ahead and do the job? If the job 
is too big, why, of course, the Government should do it. 

Mr. Reppen. Your position is that private enterprise should have 
the first opportunity to do the job? 

Mr. Hatxock. Yes. 

Mr. Reppen. If it can do the job, then nobody else can interfere? 

Mr. Haxuiock. I can’t follow you on benefits. 

We have all benefited in the Northwest through what is going on. 

Mr. Renpen. You must have misunderstood me. I didn’t say any- 
thing about benefits. Your position is that private enterprise should 
have the first opportunity to do the job? 

Mr. Hatxock. Yes. 

Mr. Reppen. If it is willing to do the job, then no one else should 
interfere ? 

Mr. Harxock. I wouldn’t give private enterprise a monopoly even 
on that job. 
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Mr. Reppen. You would give it an opportunity to do a job that 
ought to be done? 

Mr. Hatrock. Yes. 

Mr. Reppen. I am of the same opinion but suppose it can’t do the 
job then what is your position? 

Mr. Hatxock. Then indeed, we have to call upon our Government. 

Mr. Reppen. Do you think private enterprise can do the job that 
is now being proposed by this Hells Canyon project? 

Mr. Hatrock. By all means, I think so. 

Mr. Reppen. You think it can? 

Mr. HAtiock. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Reppen. Does the proposal of the Idaho Power Co. meet the 
proposal of the Hells Canyon project ¢ 

Mr. Hatiock. You mean from the standpoint of the amount of 
energy to be generated ¢ 

Mr. Reppen. From the standpoint of necessity, from the standpoint 
of what that vast area there needs. 

Mr. Hatxock. The Idaho Power Co. undertook to do this job be- 
ginning in 1946 and wanted to do it and probably would have had it 
largely done by this time if given an opportunity. Do you mean to 
say whether the Idaho Power Co. could do it as rapidly as the Federal 
Government ¢ 

Mr. Reppen. I assume if it did it at all it would be within a reason- 
able time, whatever that might be, but 1 want to know, do you feel 
that the Idaho Power Co. could do the job and will do it, that is offered 
to be done by this legislation ? 

Mr. Hatxiock. I don’t think that it proposes to build a 700-foot dam 
nor do I think there is necessity for a 700-foot dam. 

Mr. Reppen. As a matter of fact, they wouldn’t be financially able 
to build a project of this kind, would they ? 

Mr. Hatxock. I wouldn’t be at all concerned about that. 

Mr. Reppen. I don’t know. 

Mr. Hatzock. One more thing, and I am going to get out of here. 

Mr. Enate. Just a minute. We have some questions. 

Mr. D’Ewart, did you have some questions? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes. I have two statements that have been fur- 
nished me that I would like to put in the record. The other day I 
requested a tabulation concerning costs of Hells Canyon and Scriver 
Creek to be inserted in the record. That statement has been provided 
me, and I ask that it be included in the record. 

(The statement is included in the hearings at p. 443.) 

Also, other day we had certain questions regarding availability of 
water in this river, and I have here a study of evaporation lost in 
Hells Canyon as opposed to Lake Mead. : 

I would like that to be inserted in the record, at this point, where 
we discussed availability of water. 

Mr. Enete. Without objection, the documents referred to will be 
inserted at the points referred to. 

(The evaporation information is as follows :) 


EVAPORATION DATA 


The following table lists comparable data on net evaporation losses in inches 
and feet, and total net evaporation for average and full reservoir conditions at 





570 HELLS CANYON DAM 


the proposed Hells Canyon Reservoir and the existing Lake Mead formed behind 
Hoover Dam. Data are also given on the respective surface areas in acres. 


Hells Canyon Lake Mead 


Net annual evapor: tion in inches ! 

Net annual evaporation in feet ! 

Surface area of full reservoir 

Annual net evaporation loss with full reservoir ...............acre-feet § 
Average reservoir water surface exposed annually -_.............. acres 

Average annual net evaporation loss as operated___.-- .... acre-feet 4 


29. 2 
2.4 
24, 800 
59, 500 
17, 500 122, 500 
2. 600 | 800, 000 


! After subtracting prereservoir losses. 

Lake Mead evaporation data reflects the indicated net evaporation losses 
during the period 1986 to 1949, inclusive, as calculated from three floating 
evaporation pans and precipitation stations at the reservoir. Surface areas 
are the result of actual survey and observed reservoir operation levels. 

Hells Canyon Reservoir evaporation data are those indicated from evapora- 
tion records published at Arrowrock Dam, Idaho, for 33 years and precipitation 
observed at Weiser, Idaho, for 27 years Surface areas were obtained in con- 
nection with planning surveys. 

Corrections were made to reduce total evaporation to net evaporation by sub- 
tracting the portion of the precipitation over the reservoir areas believed to be 
consumed under prereservoir conditions. 

Full annual reservoir evaporation could occur only if the reservoirs were main- 
tained full throughout the year. Such a condition will not occur, so the average 
surface area as operated has been used. 

Mr. Encore. The House is in session. 

Mrs. Bosone. Is Mr. Hallock the lawyer to whom Mr. Taylor re- 
ferred? 

Mr. Enatr. No, that is Mr. Parry? 

Will you be here tomorrow ?¢ 

Mr. Hatxock. I had planned to leave tonight, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Enetr. How many members want to ask questions of Mr. 
Hallock ? 

Mrs. Bosonr. I do. 

Mr. Enere. I suggest, Mr. Hallock, you had better stick around 
here awhile. You made a statement that intrigues the people. 

; 

Mr. Hatxock. I shall respond as the Governor did. 

Mr. Enewr. If you will stick around the cherry blossoms with be 
with us. 

Mr. Hatiock. I am enjoying it. 

Mr. Enote. Let me say to the committee we have lost an hour this 
morning and the Chair will try to pick that up tomorrow, if possible, 
during general debate on one of the appropriation bills, if there isn’t 
any objection. 

We want to get these witnesses out of here. They have come a 
long ways and have been here a long time at great expense to them. 
We want to get their testimony over with. 

Mr. Hatiock. I should present myself in the morning? 

Mr. Ener. If you will please. Thank you very much. 

(The statement is as follows :) 

My name is Blaine Hallock. I am a lawyer. I live in Baker, Oreg., where 
I have been practicing my profession for more than 33 years. I appear before 
this committee at the accredited representative of the Baker County Chamber 
of Commerce, pursuant to its resolution against the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion’s Hells Canyon “foot in the door’ transmission line proposal, the Baker 
County Taxpayers’ League, and the Snake River Free Enterprise Associations 
of both Baker County, Oreg., and Washington County, Idaho. 
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I am not in the employ of any power company. On the contrary, my firm 
represents plaintiffs in three suits now pending against Idaho Power Co., and 
one suit now pending against California-Pacific Utilities Co. 

I am not an electrical engineer. I know very little about kilowatt-hours, 
megawatts, voltage, or the details of hydroelectric dams, transmission lines, 
or power-generating plants. However, because I have lived so long in the 
Northwest, and have talked to so many people there, I do know a great deal 
about their attitude toward ever-increasing encroachments of Federal Govern- 
ment in the field of private enterprise, and particularly about their feeling toward 
the proposed high dam on the Snake River at Hells Canyon. 

As early as June 30, 1947, the Baker County Chamber of Commerce filed a 
vigorous protest with the Army engineers against the proposed dam. In the 
summer of 1948, the Baker County Farm Bureau adopted a resolution favoring 
Oregon legislation designed to facilitate the construction, by Idaho Power Co., 
of a series of low-head dams on Snake River. On December 15, 1948, the Baker 
County Taxpayers’ League protested the high dam proposal. On February 4, 
1949, the Baker County Chamber of Commerce protested the proposed dam before 
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors. On February 29, 1952, the 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers in Baker and Union Counties, 
Oreg., unanimously condemned the proposal. On March 10, 1952, the Baker 
County Chamber of Commerce, acting by its 15-member board of directors, 
unanimously adopted a resolution opposing the transmission-line feature of the 
Hells Canyon project. On March 13 of this year the Snake Ri. .c Free Enter- 
prise Association of Baker County adopted a resolution condemning the dam and, 
on March 17, the Snake River Free Enterprise Association of Washington 
County, Idaho, took similar action. 

Incidentally, it requires courage and spirit on the part of these organizations, 
all of whose members are businessmen, to adopt and to make a public record 
of such resolutions. On the other hand, it takes neither courage nor spirit to 
sign a petition or a telegram in favor of a dam, circulated by minority pressure 
groups. 

Stripped of all veneer, the Hells Canyon Dam proposal presents, but one 
issue. Shall we continue to support the principle of free enterprise which has 
made our country so strong and so great—or shall we take another long step 
in the direction of socialism? Shall we lend further encouragement to Govern- 
ment by bureaucracy—or shall we fight to preserve for your grandchildren and 
for mine, what is still left of free enterprise? 

When Oregon's Senator Wayne Morse, with his five Democratic associates, 
introduced the Hells Canyon Dam bill, he stated that he was speaking for 
himself and for these other gentlemen. It is interesting to note that he did 
not claim to be speaking for the people of Oregon. When delivering his address, 
he made the modest suggestion that his speech be reprinted and used “as a 
reference work” for the future. In short, that it be deemed the Hells Canyon 
Bible. It behooves us, therefore, to study the speech, as well as the Senator's 
subsequent public utterances on the subject, with much care. In doing this, we 
should keep in mind the cardinal proposition that it is never possible to compro- 
mise a principle. We must either wholeheartedly support that principle or whole- 
heartedly oppose it. We cannot live in a state half capitalistic and half 
socialistic. “A house divided against itself cannot stand.” 

To the people whom I represent, it is a matter of regret, though not of surprise, 
that Senator Morse should introduce the bill. His adroit and scholarly speech 
of sponsorship, delivered to the Senate on March 7, is largely built around 
Lincoin’s profound observation that: 

“The legitimate object of Government is to do for the people what needs to be 
done, but which they cannot, by individual effort, do at all, or do so well for 
themselves.” 

We will see in a moment what individual effort can do, what it will do, and 
do well, if given but half a chance. 

In his address of March 14, delivered at the annual convention of the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association in Chicago, Senator Morse said: 

“T am a firm believer in our capitalistic economy and the free enterprise 
system.” 

When presenting the bill on March 7, he said: 

“I am a firm believer in the system of competitive free enterprise.” 

Such statements, when analyzed in the light of other matter appearing in 
these public addresses, are found to be but feeble lip service. Had the Senator 
cared to do so, he could have included in his speech of March 7 what he did 
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say in Chicago on March 14. There, he took occasion to lambast the private 
power company which has been trying for years to expand that very individual 
effort. Referring to the Idaho Power Co., the Senator said: 

“They have the unique record of being the only power company in the United 
States to wreck a rural electric cooperative once the co-op had got into operation 
You can figure out for yourself what treatment any electric co-op can expect 
if the idaho Power Co. gains control of the waters of the Snake.” 

Thus spoke this champion of free enterprise. 

Well, the Senator was completely wrong. I know this because it was I who 
handled that transaction. I was employed by a group of Baker and Malheu: 
County farmers whose ranches were served by the co-op. The service, if it may 
be so called, was wretched. The cost was staggering. The plant was falling 
apart. In desperation, this group of farmers contacted the Idaho Power Co 
and requested it to bail them out if possible. After much negotiation, the power 
company took over the wreck, paid the co-op’s large indebtedness in full, and r 
imbused it for every cent it had invested. Needless to say, the co-op grabbed the 
proposition with eager hands. Then, the company reconstructed the entire sys- 
tem, and is now extending excellent service at rates considerably lower than thos: 
previously charged by the co-op. These men are all personally known to me. | 
will be glad to supply their names if requested. 

And speaking of rates, Senator Morse is a member of the bar. No one knows 
better than he who fixes the rates charged by private power companies, and who 
regulates them. Yet, in his speech of March 14, he said: 

“The consumer pays whatever rates the utility wants to charge.” 

May I respectfully submit that statements such as these are highly dangerous 
and definitely inflammatory. Would it not have been better had the Senator 
frankly stated: “A privately operated power Company may charge only such rates 
as are approved by public authority—no more, ho less. It is anly the Government, 
when engaging in the power business, who can charge whatever rates it sees fit. 
In this field, the Government is subject to no regulation or control whatsoever.” 

In his speech of sponsorship, the Senator said: 

“The waters of these rivers belong to the people, and should be developed to 
provide a broad, sound, economic base for the enterprise of free people.” 

And in his speech delivered in Chicago, 1 week later, he said: 

“The water resources belong to all of our citizens and they need to be developed 
by the Government.” 

In both of these speeches, the Senator mentioned other important God-given 
natural resources, including timber and minerals, but be failed to point a dis 
tinction between the processes of their development. If he would build a huge 
dam at Government expense to develop the water resources of the Northwest, 
which he says belong to all the people, then, by the same token, could it not be 
argued with equal logic, that all of the other natural resources of the country 
should be developed by the Government? Since God made the streams, He like- 
wise made the land over which they flow. His rain and His sunshine made the 
trees that clothe the forests and the grass that covers our hills and meadows. 
The mineral-bearing deposits that underlie our rock-ribbed hills are equally God- 
given. Should not they, too, be developed at Government expense? Should pri- 
vate industry be longer permitted to graze cattle on God's grasses? Should private 
industry be longer permitted to convert God's trees into lumber? Should 
private industry be longer permitted to extract minerals from God's underlying 
ore deposits? If one natural resource is God-given, so are all the rest. On the 
philosophy advocated by Senator Morse, it is but a step from socializing the de- 
velopment of our water resources to socializing the development of all our other 
natural resources. Shall we espouse the economy of Soviet Russia? 

The two Snake River free-enterprise associations which I have mentioned, 
came into existence because of deep resentment felt by so many of our people 
ugainst the continuous and persistent propaganda emanating from the Interior 
Department, and from the Bonneville Power Administration, for the construction 
of Hells Canyon Dam. 

The people whom I represent resent these continuous assaults upon free enter- 
prise. They have repeatedly voted down the formation of a people’s utility 
district in our county, and in those counties to the eust of us. They have re- 
peatedly and publicly denounced the encroachment of Federal bureaucracy in 
the field of private business. The Baker County Chamber of Commerce, the 
Baker County Farm Bureau, the Baker County Taxpayers’ League, and the free- 
enterprise associations of both eastern Oregon and western Idaho, represent the 
thinking of a vast majority of the thoughtful and substantial citizens of those 


areas. They believe that the railroad which serves our locality should remain 
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in private ownership. They believe that the lumber mills which afford the 
bulk of our payrolls should remain in private ownership. They believe that our 
merchandising establishments, stock ranches, and farms, should remain in 
private ownership. Particularly they believe that the well-financed Idaho Power 
Co. and the California-Pacific Utilities Co., which supply our people with abun- 
dant electrical energy at rates about 35 percent lower than the national aver- 
age, should remain in private ownership. They are gravely concerned over the 
spread, and the dictatorial quality of government by bureaucracy. They are 
tired of reading the boldly asserted claims, wholly unsupported by the facts, that 
Federal control of the generation and distribution of electrical energy is cheaper 
and better than by private enterprise. They know, when considering their ever 
increasing Federal income tax contributions that they are paying fabulous prices 
for public power. They are tired of being threatened. They are weary of 
being told that, unless the Government shall be permitted to build a high dam 
in Hells Canyon, they must suffer a blackout, or at best a brown-out. For years 
they have done their utmost to cut through Federal red tape and the mass of 
uneconomic restrictions and limitations imposed by Federal bureaus who would 
arrogate unto themselves all power development. They are eager to see the 
Idaho Power Co. granted authority to develop the power resources of the Snake 
River through employment of its own capital. 

It is nothing short of tragic to witness the struggles of a capable, competent, 
and well financed power company, with a forward looking, modern power devel- 
opment program, frustrated on every hand by its own government, a government 
whose agents are obviously attempting to put it, and apparantly all other pri- 
vately owned power companies as well, completely out of business. This tragedy 
is heightened when it is realized that, if private enterprise shall be permitted 
to do the job, millions of dollars in property values will be placed upon our tax 
rolls, with a corresponding reduction in our general taxes. 

The people whom I represent can shed only crocodile tears over Mr. Straus’s 
recent statement to the effect that, unless more Federal projects shall be ap- 
proved, and more hundreds of millions of dollars shall be appropriated for their 
construction, his heavy force of engineers will be out of a job. They deplore 
the fact that the authors of this insidious propaganda, while claiming large 
profits through Government operation, persistently decline to mention that a 
large part of the huge capital outlays are never returned, because so much of 
the investment is charged to nonrecoverable items like flood control, recreation, 
and aids to navigation. 

In his speech of sponsorship, Senator Morse referred to what he terms “the 
nonrecoverable items” of the Hell’s Canyon Dam proposal. He estimates that 
they will amount to only about 12 percent of the total appropriation and he 
says that the dam can be built for about $356,000,000. Judging from the wide 
discrepancies between estimated costs and the outlay required for actual con- 
struction of innumerable Federal projects, it is conservative to say that the 
proposed dam will cost not less than $500,000,000. On that basis, and using 
the Senator’s 12 percent estimate, not less than $60,000,000, to say nothing of 
accruing carrying charges, will never be returned to the people, even on the 
most enthusiastic prediction of amortization. To meet this situation, the 
Senator tells us that when the project is completed we will have a navigable 
waterway from the lip of the dam clear back to railhead at Huntington. He 
informs us that Government engineers estimate an annual net benefit from lake 
navigation of nearly $100,000. If the Senator, or anyone else, can honestly 
predict the transportation of a single pound of freight or the movement of even 
one lonesome passenger by boat over this proposed inland sea, it will require a 
most vivid imagination. As a matter of fact, the only living creatures along 
this 93 mile stretch of waterway who could possibly be classed as potential 
patrons of a steamboat line would be the gophers and coyotes. 

The Senator repeatedly refers to the dam as a “multipurpose” project. He 
includes in the prefix “multi,” recreation, navigation, and flood control. The 
dam would supply not one drop of water for irrigation, would accomplish no 
semblance of flood control, and would completely destroy, by leaving high, steep, 
slime-covered rock banks, every aspect of recreation. The lake would bury 
hundreds of millions of dollars worth of mineral deposits, and its construction 
would sound the death knell to private enterprise in the field of hydroelectric 
power development. 
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The Senator says that nothing but waste can result from construction by the 
Idaho Power Co, or any other private enterprise of a series of low-head dams 
on the Snake River. He tells us that the huge dam at Hells Canyon will drown 
them all out. Well, then, by the same token, every hydroelectric plant on any 
stream anywhere is but a waste, for it is always possible to go further down 
the stream, build a higher dam, and drown out these above. It would be no 
trick at all to drown out the Hell’s Canyon Dam by building a higher one fur- 
ther down the river. For that matter, were a huge dam to be built on the 
Columbia River at, say, Cascade locks, where the mountains on each side of 
the stream tower to heights of several thousand feet, it would drown out every 
other dam on that stream and on every one of its tributaries, including the 
Snake River. 

I have scrutinized the bill with care. It purports to reserve a block of power 
for our people, but it necessitates that, in order to get it, we must socialize al! 
of the facilities of delivery and distribution. It is a direct invitation to 
smother out all private power companies by compelling their patrons to receive 
electrical energy only through such agencies as peoples’ utilities districts. It 
would put the States of Oregon and Idaho directly in the power business. It 
would compel the States to compete with the very companies whose free enter- 
prise has made them strong. 

Our people know, from example such as the huge American Telephone & Tele 
graph Co., the United States Steel Corp., and similar great enterprises, that 
private industry, if given any kind of a break, can do anything in the field of 
industry at less cost, and with far greater efficiency than can any agency 
of government. 

Let us assume that private enterprise, practicing all those economies which 
years of practical experience have taught, might likewise be accorded the advan- 
tages demanded by the Government in connection with its power operations. 
These would include exemption from all taxes, unlimited credit at low interest 
rates, freedom from all regulations and control in the matter of rates and prac- 
tics, the privilege of serving preferrd customers at the expense of others, and the 
right to provide discriminatory charges and services as between classes of con- 
sumers. If any, to say nothing of all of these advantages, were accorded to 


private enterprise, what a flood of capital would be poured into their ventures! 


I am sure that the Idaho Power Co. neither seeks nor expects to receive any 
such advantage. I am sure that it desires merely to be permitted to continue its 
laudable and efficient program of developing the power resources of its locality. 
It is ready, able, willing, and eager to build a series of low-head dams on 
Snake River, but it is denied that right because certain bureaucrats, drunk with 
power, are determined to put it, and its like, completely out of business. 

It was Woodrow Wilson who said, nearly 40 years ago: 

“Liberty has never come from the Government. The history of liberty is the 
history of the limitations of governmental power, not the increase of it.” 


Mr. Enate. The committee stands adjourned until ten o’clock in the 


morning. 
(Whereupon, at 11:10 a. m., the committee recessed to reconvene at 


10 a. m. the following day, Thursday, April 3, 1952.) 
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THURSDAY, APRIL 3, 1952 


House or RerresenTarives, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
SuBcoMMITTrE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 o’clock, the Honorable Clair Engle 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Enoie. The subcommittee will be in order for the further 
consideration of H. R. 5748, a bill by our colleague, Mr. Murdock, to 
authorize the Snake River project. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Idaho, Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, as the Chair knows, the time was quite 
limited for the presentation of this case. We have a lot of other 
witnesses that we desire to call, but I am particularly anxious to get 
the two engineers’ testimony, and I am wondering if it would be 
agreeable to the Chair and the committee to waive the further cross- 
examination of Mr. Hallock until these two witnesses and Mr. Sharp, 
who wants to testify this morning, be heard. 

I think the cross-examination of Mr. Sharp would be quite limited 
in nature. Then we could go on with the engineers and give each 
of those sufficient time to present their testimony. 

Mr. Enoie. Without objection, further cross-examination of Mr. 
Hallock will be temporarily passed over and, as suggested by the 
ventleman from Idaho, we will hear Mr. N. V. Sharp, of Filer, Idaho, 
whom I understand will be a short witness. 

Mr. Sharp. 


STATEMENT OF N. V. SHARP, FARMER AND CHAIRMAN OF THE 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION COMMITTEE OF FILER, IDAHO 


Mr. Enexie. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Sharp / 

Mr. Swarr. Mr. Chairman, my statement has been filed with the 
committee. However, I will have a statement here from the Farm 
Bureau, which I would like to leave later. 

Mr. Encie. You will have a further statement by the Farm Bureau ? 

Mr. Suarp. That is right. 1 will file that with your committee. 

Mr. Encir. Without objection, Mr. Sharp’s statement previously 
liled with the committee will be made a part of the record following 
lis extemporaneous statement; and without objection, the statement 
by the Farm Bureau 

Mr. Suarer. The State Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Encie. That will not be a very long statement ? 
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Mr. Suarp. No; it will just be filed. I will not read it. 

Mr. Encir. Do you want it made part of the record as part of 
your statement / 

Mr. Suarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enete. Without objection, that will be made the order of the 
committee. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF N. V. SHARP 


My name is N. V. Sharp. I am a retired farmer and reside in Filer, Idaho 
I have lived in Idaho since 1907, raised a family, have owned and operated my 
own farms until I retired a few years ago. My son and son-in-law have operated 
my ranches since my retirement. This is my first trip to Washington anid, 
therefore, my first appearance before a committee in the Congress. 

I am a member of the board of directors of the Twin Falls Canal Co. and 
have been since 1924. I was president of the Idaho State Reclamation Asso 
ciation for 12 years (from 1957 until 1949), and upon retiring as president | 
was honored with a life membership in that association. In fact, I was ap- 
pointed by former Governor Ross as a delegate to the convention in Salt Lake 
City in 1982, at which time the National Reclamation Association was organ 
ized. I was elected to the first board of directors and have served in that 
capacity continuously since that time—almost 20 years. I served as a member 
for a number of years on the Idaho State Water Conservation Board. I have 
served fs a member of the Committee of Nine in water district 36 for approxi- 
mately 25 years and have been chairman for the past 5 years. This committee 
is in reality the board of directors for the Snake River Valley. 1 was appointed 
by the president of the Idaho State Reclamation Association to serve as chair- 
man of a coordinating committee in opposition to the legislation now before 
your committee which would authorize Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River 
between Idaho and Oregon. 

In addition, I am authorized to appear before this committee in behalf of 
the Twin Falls Canal Co. and the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation. 

The Twin Falls Canal Co. is comprised of 202,600 acres of Carey Act project 
lands, situated on the southern side of Snake River in south central Idaho. 
There are a number of cities in the project, the largest being Twin Falls, with a 
population of approximately 17,000. This project is very highly developed and 
one of the most productive in the entire Northwest. 

The water for this project is diverted from the Milner Dam, the largest major 
diversion on the main stream of the Snake River. Our main canal carries 3,600 
second-feet. Our major water right is natural flow. However, we have storas 
space in Jackson Lake of approximately 97,000 acre-feet and 152,000 acre-feet 
in American Falls Reservoir. Our project was financed and built by private 
enterprise. All the space that we have in the two reservoirs was paid for in 
cash before construction started. 

The stockholders of this canal company by an overwhelming vote at its 
last annual meeting adopted a resolution in opposition to the proposed Hells 
Canyon Dam. This resolution will be presented to your committee by Mr 
Charles H. Welteroth, president of the Idaho State Reclamation Association, 
along with resolutions from other canal companies and irrigation districts 
from over the State. 

Irrigation districts and canal companies representing the overwhelming 
majority of the irrigated area in southern Idaho have passed resolutions in 
opposition to H. R. 5743. This represents more than 2,600,000 acres of irrigated 
land in southern Idaho. 

The Idaho Farm Bureau Federation, an organization of 12,000 farm families 
in Idaho, have also authorized me to appear before your committee in oppositio! 
to this legislation. The following is a copy of the resolution referred to in the 
above setting forth the opposition of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation t 
the proposed Hells Canyon Dam: 

“Whereas Hells Canyon Dam is not a reclamation project, not a flood-contro! 
project, and complete flood control on the Snake River above Hells Canyon can 
be accomplished by the addition of two or three upstream dams already in 
vestigated by the Bureau of Reclamation, and these dams would impound flood 
waters for future reclamation ; and 
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“Whereas private capital is ready and willing to develop power in the lower 
Snake River Valley, and taxes would be paid rather than expended on such 
development, and the economy of our Nation is, and always has been, based on 
the freedom of private enterprise to develop our natural resources, unhampered 
by Government competition and interference: Therefore, be it 

““Resolved, That we go on record opposing Hells Canyon Dam.” 

The reclamation interests of the State of Idaho are unalterably opposed to 
the Hells Canyon bill because it completely omits any reference to irrigation 
and reclamation. This is perfectly evident by the opening paragraph of the 
bill, which provides “That for the purpose of controlling and utilizing the waters 
of the Snake River and its tributaries for beneficial objects, including genera- 
tion of. hydroelectric power and energy urgently needed for the national defense 
and the civilian economy, navigation, and flood control. * * *” 

The future development and prosperity of southern Idaho depends upon the 
full utilization for beneficial consumptive uses of the waters of the Snake River 
and its tributaries. They are now 2,600,000 irrigated acres in the Snake River 
Valley, and this is only the beginning. We are definitely opposed to any limita- 
tion on the future irrigation development in Idaho which this bill attempts 
to impose; the only limit is the amount of water available. We object to the 
Government trying to tell us how much land we can irrigate. The top limit 
is not known to anyone. 

In addition to our concern about future development, we in Idaho are very 
much concerned regarding our existing rights berause of the claims by the 
Federal Government that private appropriators can acquire no rights in navi- 
rable streams, and by the Government’s assertions, in the name of national 
defense, that it has paramount rights against the owners of water rights ac- 
quired under State law, by bringing an action against some 14,000 water users 
in the Santa Margarita case. 

Upward of 90 percent of the irrigation development in the Snake River Valley 
has been initiated by private enterprise, under State laws, and we are con- 
cerned that these rights, and the rights to be acquired for the future develop- 
ment of idaho, are in jeopardy by this proposed project which completely omits 
irrigation and reclamation. 


A STATEMENT BY THE IDAHO FARM BUREAU FEDERATION IN OPPOSITION TO THE 
AUTHORIZATION AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE HELLS CANYon Dam Progect 


The Idaho Farm Bureau Federation, a farm organization affiliated with the 
American Farm Bureau Federation and representing 11,861 farm families in 
southern Idaho, is opposed, under any conditions, to the authorization and 
construction of the Hells Canyon Dam project. This opposition stems from a 
resolution passed by the voting delegates of Idaho Farm Bureau Federation 
at the last annual meeting of the organization in Boise, Idaho, December 1, 
1951. 

The resolution reads as follows: 

“Whereas, Hells Canyon Dam is not a reclamation project, not a flood-control 
project, and complete flood control on the Snake River above Hells Canyon can 
be accomplished by the addition of two or three upstream dams already investi- 
gated by the Bureau of Reclamation and these dams would impound floodwate s 
for future reclamation; and 

“Whereas private capital is ready and willing to develop power in the lower 
Snake River Valley and taxes would be paid rather than expended on such 
development, and the economy of our Nation is, and always has been, based on 
the freedom of private enterprise to develop our natural resources, unhampered 
by Government competition and interference: Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That we go on record opposing Hells Canyon Dam.” 

It may be well to explain the methods used by the membership of the organi- 
zation in the formation of this resolution. This resolution is the net result 
of the efforts of the State resolution committee to incorporate the thinking 
behind 14 county resolutions on the Hells Canyon Dam sent to the State office of 
the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation for consideration by the organization as 
a whole. At no time has the State office received a county or local resolution 
in favor of the legislation now under consideration. The above resolution was 
passed by the State voting delegates without opposition, although some dis- 
cussion took place from the floor. 
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The resolution as it now stands was reaffirmed by the membership in Marc} 
through a poll conducted from the State office of the organization. The results 
of this poll showed the voting membership to be against the construction of 
the Hells Canyon Dam by a ratio of 12 to 1. Ninety-two percent of the answers 
were in favor of the present stand of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation. Thes: 
answers are on file at the State offices of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federatio; 
and may be examined by interested persons at any time before June 15 of this 
year. 

Several reasons have been advanced by the membership of the Idaho Farm 
Bureau Federation for their opposition to the project, the most important ot 
which are listed below: 

(1) We feel this is a power project, rather than a reclamation project and 
feel further that the Government should not be in the power business. More 
than $410 million of the cost of the project is allocated to the power revenues 
from the dam, thereby taking the project out of the reclamation class. The 
membership of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation feels that the Government 
of the United States has no place in the manufacture of electric energy, excep! 
for that produced as incidental to an irrigation dam. 

(2) We oppose this project because it is not a flood-control project. The 
Snake River above the Hells Canyon Dam site is one of the best controlled 
rivers in the United States. It has been estimated by the Army engineers that 
the 1948 Vanport, Wash., flood would have been lowered only 8 inches had the 
Hells Canyon Dam been in operation at that time. With the flood crest that 
destroyed Vanport, it is hardly possible to think that 8 inches, one way or 
another, would have made much difference in the extensive damage that was 
done in the lower Columbia River Valley during that flood. 

During the last 60 years only three serious floods have inundated the lower 
Columbia River Valley. It seems unrealistic to the members of the Idaho Farm 
Bureau Federation to spend from $0.5 to $1.5 billion dollars for a dam that wil! 
have little effect on the flood stage of lower reaches of the Columbia. If flood 
control of the Snake River is necessary, the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation 
recommends that the Salmon River, with twice the crest of the Snake, and the 
Clearwater River, with three times the Snake's crest be controlled. 

(8) We are opposed to the project because private capital is ready and abl 
to develop the power sites along the Snake River, including the sites for five low 
head dams in Hells Canyon. 

A private power company has an application pending before the Federal 
Power Commission now for development of the Oxbow site, about 27 miles up 
stream from the Bureau of Reclamation’s proposed Hells Canyon Dam site. 
This dam would now be built if it were not for the delaying tactic of the Federal 
Power Commission in granting the application. The 140,000 kilowatt potential 
production from this dam could have been in use for at least the past 2 years 
had the permit been granted. 

As the need for power becomes evident in the area covered by the private power 
companies in Idaho, the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation is confident the private 
utilities can and will supply the needs of the southern portion of the State 
as they have so adequately done in the past. 

(4) If this proposed dam is authorized and built by the Government instead 
of private capital, the State of Idaho will not receive the taxes so vitally needed 
by the State for the further development of projects that have long been the 
function of the State to perform. 

The increased taxes payable by the private power companies to the State as 
well as to Adams and Washington Counties will lighten the heavy taxation 
load now borne by the citizens and industries of the State. Idaho is in dire 
need of more revenue for roads, schools, from the elementary level to the in- 
stitutions of higher learning, and increased facilities for the aged, insane, indi- 
gents. The arguments that increased tax money will flow into the State from 
the new industries brought into the State by the construction of Hells Canyon 
Dam apply to an even greater extent to the private power companies if they are 
allowed to expand. If an adequate supply of private power is assured new 
industry, plus the taxes paid by the power company on its facilities, will more 
than offset any advantage of a “boom” economy brought on by the construction 
by the Government of Hells Canyon Dam. 

Idahoans are intelligent enough to know that natural expansion of the in- 
dustrial economy in the State will pay for added new State, county, and city 
facilities as they are needed, while the “boom” economy, such as that being 
experienced by the coast areas, leads only to heavy debt and heavier taxation. 
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Idaho is one of the few States in the Nation that finds itself debt-free at this 
time, and with the increased taxes paid by private power companies, it can 
expand existing facilities to meed expanded needs without resorting to the 
common but fallacious practice of deficit spending in times of prosperity. 

(5) Members of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation find the idea of govern- 
ment development of natural resources not to be in the true tradition of the 
place of government in the United States. 

Government development of natural resources, if carried to its ultimate, can 
lead only to collective farms. Of this the farmers of Idaho, as free, private 
enterprisers, want no part. 

Farmers, as the custodians of our most precious natural resource, the soil, 
have asked themselves the question : “Where does the Government’s development 
of natural resources end, and where can the private enterpriser take over?” 
Government intervention into private enterprise certainly does not end with 
the water resources of the Nation. 

Oilmen, free enterprisers all, watch with interest the present Government's 
intervention in tideland oil properties. Timbermen, free enterprisers all, watch 
with inereasing distaste as the Government takes over more and more of the 
remaining timber lands of the Nation. Miners, free enterprisers too, sell their 
product on anything but a free market and find more and more Government 
intervention in their operations in the name of defense needs. 

The embattled farmers of the Lonesome Prairie area of Montana found that 
to enjoy the so-called benefits of Government reclamation projects, they would 
put themselves at the mercy of bureaucrats who could at their discretion break 
up large landholdings into family-size farms, a phrase that has and never can 
be adequately described. The farmers of Montana stopped that threat to their 
rights as free men, just as the farmers of Idaho are now fighting to save their 
rights as believers in free enterprise. 

The pattern for further Government intervention into the affairs of Idaho 
farmers is set in H. R. 5745. In line 4 of the first page of the bill, the use of 
the words “* * * beneficial objects, * * *” meaning no one knows what, 
instead of the traditional phrase “beneficial uses,” which has been defined and 
limited by the courts, could and may lead Idaho Farm Bureau Federation mem- 
hers, and farmers generally, into paths that lead to nationalization of America’s 
last great stronghold of rugged individualism—farming. 

(6) It should be clearly understood that the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation 
will be opposed to construction of the Hells Canyon Dam by the United States 
Government no matter how the present bill is changed. The only way that the 
stand of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation can be changed is by vote of the 
membership, and until the present resolution is changed by the membership, 
we, the undersigned, as representatives of the almost 12,000 farm families who 
are members of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation shall oppose the Hells Canyon 
Dam construction with all the means and resources in our power to bring about 
the defeat of this bill. 

Epwarp BINGHAM, 
President. 
JOHN H. Wess, 
Precutive Secretary. 

Mr. Swarr. My name is N. V. Sharp, Filer, Idaho. I am a retired 
farmer. I think I should give a little of my background, and whom 
I represent here: 

I have lived in Idaho since 1907, coming there from the State of 

Washington. I have been on the Twin Falls Canal Co. board of 
directors since 1924. There is where I started by hobby. and I do 
have a hobby. , , 
__I spent 4 years on the State Water Conservation Board of Idaho. 
lhe late Governor Ben Ross, appointed me. I was one of the 10 
he appointed to go to Salt Lake City in 1932 to form some kind of an 
organization to try to save the Bureau of Reclamation, and that is 
what they were trying to do. 

_ We went to Salt Lake and did form a National Reclamation Associa- 
tion and at that time I was elected to the board of directors, and I have 
sat on that board continuously ever since. 
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I have been on the Committee of Nine, which you have heard 
mentioned here at this hearing since about 1927, and that committee 
is, you might say, the board of directors of the Snake River, from 
Miiner Dam to the W yoming border, the eastern border of Idaho. 

I shall not take much of your time this morning, as your time is 
very limited, I know, but I did want to give you this brief summation 
of my background. I was president of the State reclamation asso 
ciation for 12 years, and I have sat on many other boards, and I do 
believe that I have the confidence of the grass-root people of Idaho. 

So much for my background. 

I think, so far as the views of the people that I represent on the 
bill before this committee, they have been well presented by previous 
witnesses here, and I am thinking particularly of Charles Wateroth, 
and Alex Coleman, and others. 

Mr. Chairman, at this time I would like to mention this other thing, 
and bring to your attention this thought: That the opposition from 
Idaho brought in some, I think, 21 or 22 witnesses here. If you will 
recall, I made 1 request to bring other members, representing our view- 
point, and we were told there w would not be time for too m: iny witnesses, 
so we have cut the number of people down. There were many others 
that wanted to come, but we told them there would not be a chance 
for them to be heard, and we did advise quite a number of people that 
they would not have time to come before this committee. 

I feel very awkward here this morning, because this is the first 
time—my first trip to Washington—and naturally, my first trip 
before such a committee as this, and I have been asked a good many 
times to come back to Washington, but being so busy I just felt there 
were other people that could do a much better job than I could, and | 
have declined that continuously. 

This time I felt that it was my duty and I should come. 

We are very much concerned about this bill. When I say “We,” 
IT mean the farmers, the irrigators of Idaho, all of southern Idaho, 
where we raise the famous potato, the home of the late Senator 
Borah—all over the southern part of the State of Idaho. 

We are very much concerned about this bill. 

[ have sat here and heard the testimony before this committee, and 
I want to give you my main concern about this bill. I remember when 
the American Falls Reservoir was built, and the first water was stored 
in that reservoir in 1926. It was approximately 4 years out of the 
first 7 years that American Falls Reservoir was in operation that it 
did not fill. 

Now, we have been in a wet cycle the last number of years, and there 
has been considerable water that went over Milner Dam. That is 
the last diversion part for irrigation on the Snake River. 

That is why we are so concerned. I can remember back when the 
North Side Canal Co., just across the river from us, which Mr. 
Welteroth is manager of, they came over and begged us a little water 
for domestic purposes. They didn’t have any water. The birds 
were eating the apples of the trees for water. That is how serious I 
have seen it in Idaho. 

We have, as you know, the Palisades Reservoir authorized. It is 
under construction. That is a hold-over reservoir. That will be a 
hold-over reservoir. 
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I am the chairman of the committee, the coordinating committee, 
that handled the affairs of the water users of the Snake River during 
the discussion and preparation for the construction of that reservoir. 
That reservoir—there was not enough space in that reservoir to take 
care of the needs of the Snake River, for supplemental water, and the 
land that the Bureau intends to put under cultivation, so I want to 
bring this out, to show this committee that definitely there are times 
coming again when the irrigators will need all the water in the Snake 
River. 

Iam a member of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation. I was in 
telephone conversation with them a number of times before I came 
down here, and they asked me to represent them here and, Mr. Chair- 
man, at this time I would like—— 

Mr. Minter. Will the gentleman vield at that point? May I ask 
you one question ¢ 

I notice you represent 12,000 farm families. I suppose there are 
many of them organized in the Farm Bureau. They are opposed to 
it because of their fear of what might happen to their irrigation 
rights ? 

Mr. Suarr. Yes; irrigation rights, and State rights. 

Mr. Mitier. Have they had any objections to someone supplying 
more power, whether it be private power company or publie power 
company, so that power would be available from the water? 

Mr. Suarr. I would like to answer that, Mr. Congressman, in 
this way: I do not believe that the Farm Bureau is into the fight 
between the public and private power. I think the record will show 
plainly that the Farm Bureau has at different times opposed the 
Idaho Power Co. 

Mr. Mitier. You feel that they feel there would be some damage 
to their irrigation and water rights? 

Mr. Suarp. That is right. 

I want to say, too, that they are not taking snap judgment of any- 
thing at all. I have been to Grange halls and to schoolhouses all 
over southern Idaho, and heard this thing debated. 

Mr. Mitirr. Do they think there would be some damage to their 
water rights if the private power companies would develop the five 
dams they have in mind ¢ 

Mr. Suarp. They feel that the private power companies will oper- 
ate under State laws, and as you heard the request for permit here, 
I think it was just a day or two ago, it is much different to anything 
that—— 

Mr. Mitter. I remember the testimony from reading this, but the 
question IT asked was: vou are talking about the building of dams 
for power purposes, and you say that they felt that the higher dam— 
I should have referred to the higher dam—which the Reclamation 
wants to construct, would interfere with their water rights. I think 
that is what vou said. 

Mr. Suarp. That is right. 

Mr. Mitier. The five or six smaller dams which the private power 
companies would construct. which would also hold back the water and 
produce maybe a little less power—there is some question about how 
much power—how would that affect their water rights? 

They are still storing back water. How would that affect their 
water rights? 
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Mr. Suarp. They do not, as I understand—the river run of dams 
would not hold back any water, and if the water was not there, their 
plants just wouldn’t run. That is my understanding. 

However, I think you are getting into a legal or technical question, 
and we have—— 

Mr. Mitier. You mean the smaller dams would not hold back any 
water ? 

Mr. Suarp. That is my understanding. They would be there and 
use the water as it came down. 

I would like to say this, too: We don’t think in Idaho that the use 
of water for reclamation is as bad as some people think it is.. That is, 
we don’t consume so much water. When you put water out on that 
desert land it builds up the water table and a lot of that water comes 
back later. 

The mean flow is a lot more regular down the stream. 

Mr. Miuier. Thank you. 

Mr. Suarp. I would like at this time to present the statement of 
the Farm Bureau Federation for the record. 

Mr. Bow. Is that the statement of the State Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion of the State of Idaho? 

Mr. Suarp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bow. Was it approved by them ? 

Mr. Suarp. That is right; at their last annual meeting. 

Mr. Bow. Of the State? 

Mr. Swarr. Of the State Farm Bureau. 

I believe that is all I have to say. 

Mr. Ener. Thank you very much, Mr. Sharp. We appreciate 
your testimony. 

Are there any further questions? 

Mrs. Bosone. Mr. Chairman, I just observed that Mr. Sharp is a 
former chairman of the Reclamation Association Committee. 

Mr. Sharp, I know I missed vour testimony, but from the fact that 
you are a farmer and a chairman of the Reclamation Association Com- 
mittee, 1 should like to ask you what you think of section 2; maybe 
I missed that. 

Mr. Suarp. Section 2 of the bill? 

Mrs. Bosone. Of the bill. 

Mr. Suarp. I just don’t know. 

Mrs. Bosone. Relative to water rights. 

Mr. Suarp. I just don’t believe there is any protection in there, 
Mrs. Bosone, for the water users, and I base my thoughts on that, not 
from my own viewpoint, because I have no legal mind at all, and I 
believe we do have the irrigation districts and the canal companies, 
as you probably know, in Idaho; we have some of the best legal talent 
and some of the best engineers in the Northwest. 

Mrs. Bosone. I think you have some of the best people in the whole 
country. 

Mr. Suarp. We take their judgment when it comes to technical ad- 
vice, and go by that. 

Mr. Bosonr. Do you suppose, Mr. Sharp, if section 2 were reworded 
to read that your rights were absolutely protected, then would that 
change your position relative to the bill? 

Mr. Swarr. Any time 

Mrs. Bosone. If you felt your water rights were protected ? 
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Mr. SHarp. Any time you can convince our legal advisers and en- 
gineers our water rights are protected I would go along with the bill; 
any time you can convince our legal advisers and engineers, technical 
engineers. 

Mrs. Bosonr. How about convincing you ¢ 

Mr. Suarp. Well, I will not be convinced, because eon’t think that 
| am capable of analyzing a bill. That is why we have our attorneys, 
if vou please. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Then if you feel that section 2 could be rewritten to 
protect your water rights, and your legal counsel convinced you of 
that, you would go along with the bills for Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Swarr. If you can convince them: that is right. 

Mrs. Bosonr. That is all. 

Mr. Enere. Any further questions? If not, thank you very much, 
Mr. Sharp. We appreciate your statement. 

Mr. Enevr. Mr. Budge, do you want to call both these engineers at 
once @ 

Mr. Crawrorp. Mr. Chairman, I have a question. This is off record. 

( Discussion off the record ) 

Mr. Eneix. Do you want to call these engineers separately ¢ 

Mr. Buper. Yes. Mr. Chairman, I imagine the cross-examination 
of these two witnesses will be quite lengthy, so 1 would like to have 
it agreed that if the cross-examination of the first witness does turn 
out to be quite lengthy, the time would be divided between the two 
of them, if that oceasion arises. 

In other words, I don’t want the cross-examination of the first wit- 
ness to go clear up to noon and foreclose the second witness. 

Mr. Encie. We have an hour and a half. Let’s start out and see 
how we get along. Will that be agreeable? 

Mr. Buper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Enerr. Mr. Houston, from Olympia, Wash., a consulting 
engineer, 

Mr. Houston, I presume you have a prepared statement ? 

Mr. Houston. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ener. If that book is a prepared statement, we prefer to have 
t submitted for the file, and not the record, but if vou have a briefer 
prepared statement it can be submitted following your extempora- 
neous remarks and you may summarize if vou wish. 


STATEMENT OF HOLLAND HOUSTON, CONSULTING ENGINEER, 
OLYMPIA, WASH. 


Mr. Houston. I have a prepared statement covering an analysis of 
the programs for the development of the Snake River Basin. 

Mr. Encore. Without objection, it may be inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The statement is as follows:) 


\N ANALYSIS OF THE PROGRAMS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SNAKE River BASIN 
ELECTRIC LOAD GROWTH IN THE COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN 


The peak load of the 11 systems comprising the Northwest power pool is 
approximately 6 million kilowatts. The long-time average rate of growth of 
this group of systems in the period 1915 to date is abont 6.8 percent per annum. 
The Province of British Columbia is growing rapidly industrially. It is esti- 
mated that the total electric load in British Columbia at the present time is 
about 700,000 kilowatts. Industrial growth in British Columbia is at the 
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present time more rapid than in the Pacific Northwest. There is every reason 
to believe that the electric load developed in that area will continue to grow 
at least as rapidly as on the system of the Northwest power pool. To serve 
this rapidly growing load new electric generating resources will be required 
on the main stream of the Columbia River in Canada. 

About 90 percent of the electric generating resources on the system of the 
Northwest power pool have water wheel prime movers. The remaining 10 
percent are mostly steam-electric generating plants. The electrical energy gen- 
erated from the natural stream flow in the area does not meet the electric 
load requirements of the power pool system. Maximum energy is available in 
the spring and summer months at time of flood flow of the principal rivers of 
the area. Cold weather and freezing reduces stream flow at the time of 
maximum system load. The immediate need of the system is additional up- 
stream storage projects to supplement the natural flow of the river in the fall 
and winter months. This can be obtained at the projects on the main stem of 
the Columbia River with the addition of upstream storage. 


PROGRAMS FOR ELECTRIC POWER DEVELOPMENT IN THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST 


The original report to the Congress on the development of the Columbia 
River Basin was made by the Army engineers to the first session of the 
Seventy-third Congress on March 29, 1932. It was printed as House Document 
103. More recently the North Pacific Division, Department of Army, Corps of 
Engineers, has reviewed the original engineering report and submitted to Con- 
gress what is known as the Columbia River Review 308 Report. 

In this most recent report, dated October 1948, the Army engineers have 
analyzed the development of the Columbia River Basin in several stages or 
so-called levels of development. These several levels are designated alphabeti- 
cally as A, B, C, D, E, and F. The A level of development included existing 
projects as of the date of the report. The B level of development included the 
two existing projects, Bonneville and Grand Coulee, together with Hungry 
Horse, Chief Joseph, McNary, and the four lower Snake River projects. 

The C level development included all the projects of the A and B levels, 
together with certain additional projects necessary to produce a well-rounded 
control plan. ‘he elements of the C‘level of development include slack water 
navigation on the Columb?a and Snake Rivers to 80 miles above Lewiston, 
Idaho, limitation of the maximum flood at The Dalles to 800,000 cubic feet per 
second and a Federal power system with peaking capability of 10,000,000 kilowatts 
and an average energy capability of about 7,800,000 kilowatts. 

The so-called C-2 phase is one group of projects selected by the Army engi- 
neers which would satisfy the needs of the C level of development for power, 
flood control and navigation. There were several other alternates considered 
and designated as C-3, C4, and so forth. 

It should be pointed out that although storage developments in Canada will 
very materially affect stream flow of the main stem of the Columbia River 
in the United States, none of the Canadian projects were considered as a part 
of any of these levels of development. There are a number of splendid projects 
in the United States which were omitted from the C-2 group of projects 
Local objection on the part of people living in various parts of the area was 
largely responsible for the omission of such projects as Boundary, Paradise, 
Kooskia, Springton and several other good projects. 

To understand the value and the contribution which can be made by any par- 
ticular project to power and flood control at the several levels of development, 
it is essential to have in mind the magnitude of each level of development and 
the chronological relationship of the several levels. These are shown in the 
following tabulations: 


Nominal Length of 


Total storage 
(millions of 
acre-feet 


. -onk » 
prime Peaking critical 
PP tar" canability, . 
capability, merawatt period 
megawatts | : (months) 
| ' 


Level of development 


3, 400 | 5, 400 
7, 800 10, 000 
13, 000 19, 400 | 
16, 700 25, 000 
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Chronologically, the following relationship of the several levels of develop- 
ment is important. Assuming the long time trend of load growth to be 6.8 per- 
cent per annum, the following tabulation gives the approximate dates at which 
the several levels of development will be reached. 


Peaking capability 


Approxi- 
Level of development | | Total mate year 
Federal Northwest | reached 
system power pool 
system 


j 


1960 
1965 
1973 
1976 


It is important to an understanding of this problem to appreciate that the 
date at which these several levels of development will be rached depends on 
the rate of growth of the electric load in the area. If the Pacific Northwest 
is to develop normally, this rate of growth will be at least 6.8 percent per annum. 
The development of large storage reservoirs in Canada would make available 
large blocks of additional power at the run-of-river plants on the lower reaches 
of the Columbia River in the United States. The availability of these large 
blocks of power would most certainly hasten the time at which the C and D 
levels of development would be reached. 

At the present time, system growth is approximately 400,000 kilowatts a 
year, based on the 6.8 percent per annum rate of growth. This would require 
financing to the extent of about $160,000,000 a year. If the Federal Govern- 
ment is not in a position to make such a contribution, it is important that the 
conditions within the area be such that money is readily available from other 
sources to enable a necessary program of development to be carried forth. 
Projects which are truly multipurpose in characteristics, involving large expendi- 
tures in navigation, flood control, and irrigation, can be selected as Federal 
projects. Municipal systems and private enterprise should be encouraged to 
develop other projects which are primarily power developments. 

In studying the benefits to be derived from a given storage project, the 
method most usually used by engineers is to determine the historic flows of 
the river system over a period of years and to determine what additional flow 
can be obtained from draft of water from the particular storage project being 
studied. A study of the stream flow characteristics of the Columbia River 
at The Dalles, disclosed two periods with low-flow characteristics. The lowest 
period of flow occurred in the winter months of the water year 1986-37. Again 
there were 4 years, beginning in September 1928 and continuing until March 
1952, during which river discharge was almost’ as low for four consecutive 
water years as the flow characteristics in the winter of 1986-37. With only a few 
storage projects on the upper reaches of the Columbia River, the critical period 
which must be considered is the winter of 1936-37. 

At some time between 1960 and 1965 it is expected that the C level of develop 
ment will be reached. At this level of development the critical period becomes 
23 months in the period between September 1929 and March 1982. In this 
period between September 1929 and March 1932 there will be three separate 
periods of critical flow with a period of refill due to spring floods in between 
each pair of critical periods. Storage reservoirs with good refill character- 
istics and relatively large drainage basins above the reservoir will be of a 
great deal more value than a reservoir which is primarily hold-over storage 
with poor refill characteristics. 

Probably by 1970 and most certainly not later than 1973 the D level of 
development will be reached. At this level of development the critical period 
consists of 42 consecutive months from September 1928 to March 19382. When 
this level is reached the value of seasonal storage disappears and important 
storages are those which store stream flow above the wheel capacity of the 
units installed in the various projects. It is only this storage above wheel 
capacity that can be used to increase available energy during the extended 
critical period. 
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UPSTREAM STORAGE PROJECTS 


The nature of upstream storage is important to an understanding of the 
value of a storage project. A storage project such as the Grand Coulee project, 
located on the lower reaches of a river, has no difficulty in filling each year 
Such a project has a disadvantage of losing energy output during the period 
that the reservoir is drawn to a lower elevation. If the natural flow of a stream 
is large in comparison with the amount of energy gained by draft from storage, 
there may even be a net loss of energy resulting from the draw-down of the 
reservoir level. 

A reservoir, located near the headwaters of a river can be drawn without 
substantially decreasing the value of energy from the natural flow of the 
stream. However, if the storage project is too far upstream and the drainage 
basin above the reservoir is relatively small, it may take the floods two or mors 
years to completely fill the reservoir. 

Reservoirs which can be filled each year are said to be annual storage. Reser 
voirs which require 2 or more years to fill are called carry-over, cyclical, or 
hold-over storage. 

Annual and hold-over storage have approximately equal value when used 
to sustain the flow of a short critical period. As the critical period lengthens 
as it does in the C and D level of development of the Columbia River Basin, and 
months in several years are critical, the value of annual storage remains about 
unchanged. Carry-over storage, however, with poor refill characteristics rapidly 
decreases in value. 

It is of extreme importance to realize that in the Columbia River Basin. 
when the D level of development has been reached, there are 42 months of 
continuous critical period. Under these operating conditions the storage of water 
in 1 month of the year for release in another month ceases to have value 
Storage is of value only if it stores water in excess of machine capacity, to be 
released when natural stream flow is less than machine capacity. 

The value of storage on a river decreases with the total amount of storage. 
The law of diminishing returns applies to storage projects on a river in the 
same manner that it does to inventories in general in the industrial and commer 
cial world. Mr. Ben Torpen, engineer with the North Pacific division, in a report 
entitled “Storage for Power—Columbia River Basin” dated August 1945, pre- 
pared a composite curve as a result of the study of storage characteristics off 
the major tributaries of the Columbia River. 

This curve shows that the first storage project built on the stream rapidly 
increases the minimum regulated discharge of that stream. The value of 
additional storage as a means of increasing minimum regulated flow of the 
stream gradually becomes less and less. Mr. Torpen also indicated that when 
more than 30 percent of the mean annual! runoff of a river was stored, the 
additional storage is in most instances cyclical or hold-over storage. 


THE HELLS CANYON PROJECT 


The statement has been made that the Hells Canyon project will contribute 
1,430,000 average kilowatts to the system of the Northwest power pool during 
the critical months of the water year of 1936-37. This has been called the C-2 
system (less Glacier View). It has also been called the pre-C levei system 
The at-site portion of this value was determined to be 688,000 kilowatts and is 
calculated as the average power output at the Hells Canyon site during the 
T'o-month critical period. This represents the application of the formula 
P=0.0746% QxXhead. Of course, the value of head decreases as the draft on 
stored water progresses. The downstream portion of the benefits of Hells 
Canyon were determined by an allocation. The total isolated nominal prime 
capability of the projects included in the C-2 system (less Glacier View) was 
determined to be 4,340,000 average kilowatts. 

The total average energy of the fully integrated C-2 system (less Glacier 
View) was determined to be 7,854,000 kilowatts. The difference between these 
two figures, of 3,514,000 average kilowatts, was allocated between the severa! 
reservoirs on the basis of their total useful capacity without regard to the 
characteristic of the particular storage reservoir. Analysis shows that the 
amount of the benefits attributed to these several reservoirs from downstream 
projects was about double the amount which would have been credited if the 
determination had been made in terms of draft on storage applying the same 
formula used for the at-site determination. 
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The second method, called the incremental method, was used and a value of 
1,124,000 kilowatts was determined to be the continuous power added to the 
system by the Hells Canyon project. This latter figure is approximately correct, 
in terms of the standard formula used for this calculation under the condition 
of the pre-C level. 

As the system load of the area increases and the C level is reached, the total 

value of the at-site and downstream benefits of the high-head Hells Canyon 
project decreases to approximately 969,000 kilowatts. By the time the D level 
is reached, with its 42-month critical period, the total continuous power added 
to the D-level system is only 715,500 kilowatts which is 158,500 kilowatts more 
than would be contributed by the five run-of-river plants as proposed by the 
Idaho Power Co. 

The cost of the high-head storage project at Hells Canyon has been stated to be 
$356 million, not including interest during Construction. For the purpose of 
comparison $30 million has been added to this figure to give the total invest- 
ment in the project, which is $386 million. On the same basis the Idaho Power 
Co. figures the cost of construction of the five run-of-river plants to be $133, 
874,000 including interest during construction. The additional cost of the high- 
head project over the run-of-river plants is then $252 million. 

It is estimated that at least $200 million of this difference is reasonably charged 
against the 158,500 kilowatts of additional average energy contributed to the 
D-level system. This is equivalent to about $1,260 per kilowatt or an annua! 
cost of $55.50 per kilowatt-year. 

As an alternate to this, steam should be considered not later than 1970. If we 
assume new steam-plant operation at 1714 percent plant factor, our annual 
cost would be about 19.35 a kilowatt-vyear. Actually, new steam will be re- 
quired for base-load operation by that date and the steam projects now in 
existence cannot be expected to operate continuously because of their relatively 
low efficiencies, It dis customary to operate less efficient and older steam plants 
in critical periods such as the 42-month period described as the controlling factor 
of the D level of development. This older steam is fully depreciated and the 
only cost is operation, maintenance, and fuel. If this older steam were operated 
at a 17% percent plant factor, its annual cost is $11.15 per kilowatt-year. 


A PROGRAM FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SNAKE RIVER 


A study of the stream-flow characteristics of the Snake River shows that the 
main stem of the Snake River contributes only about 10 percent of the river 
discharge at the Clarkston gage in the months of May and June of an average 
water year. 

Storage projects on the Clearwater and Salmon Rivers would be much more 
effective in regulating the stream flow on the lower reaches of the Snake River. 
The Army engineers review 308 report outlines some splendid storage sites on 
the Clearwater and Salmon Rivers suitable for accomplishing most of the storage 
essential to this stream-flow regulation. Some additional study will be required 
on the upper reaches of the Salmon River if the entire 4.7 million acre-feet are 
to be stored above the Nez Perce site, which is on the main stem of the Snake 
River below the point of the junction of the Salmon and Snake Rivers. The 
choice between storage on the Salmon River or at Nez Perce cannot be made at 
this time. It will depend to a considerable extent on a final solution to the 
method of handling tingerling salmon downstream, past these storage projects. 
With the stream flow regulated continuously below the wheel capacity of the 
projects, the problem will cease to be one of handling fingerlings over the spill- 
way section of the dam, or from water passing over the spillway, and will he- 
come one of arranging so that fish may pass through the water wheels or be 
separated from that water at the entrance to the units and passed downstream 
around the dam. The answer to this question must come from an active research 
program to solve this problem. 


Mr. Enete. Mr. Houston, would you state your qualifications as : 
consulting engineer, preliminary to your statement; a brief résumé 
of your background i in the engineering field. 
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Mr. Hovsron. Mr. Chairman, I am a graduate of Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology with a B.S. and M.S. inelectrical engineering. 
I am a member of the American Institute of Electrical Engineers; | 
have professional engineering licenses in the State of Washington, in 
both electrical and mechanical engineering. 

Mr. Ener. I assume, Mr. Houston, that you are here speaking for 
someone ? 

Mr. Hovsron. I was coming to that, sir. 

Under the administration of Mon C. Wallgren, I was chief electrica| 
engineer for the Public Service Commission of the State of Washing 
ton. With the coming of Arthur B. Langlie I was chosen as his con- 
sultant on power problems. Since that time I have been asked from 
time to time to consult with the Governors of both Oregon and 
Idaho. 

About a month ago the Governor of Idaho called the Governor of 
Washington and asked to borrow me for this occasion, so I was loaned 
to Governor Jordan to come here. 

As I have listened to this discussion T have realized that it was 
very narrow in its viewpoint, and as a preliminary I would like to 
give you a little bit more of the background, both of the Army engi- 
neers’ 308 report, and of the load growth in the Pacific Northwest, 
which makes it essential that we have additional electric generating 
resources in the area 

I have here—it is a little bit small—a map of thé Columbia River 
drainage basin, which includes not only the portion in the United 
States—— ; 

Mrs. Bosonr. I wonder if the witness would step aside so we may 
see it? 

Mr. Encir. Perhaps that chart may be placed around for the con 
venience of the gentlemen at the far end of my right. 

He would like to have the audience see these charts, but it is not 
so important to them to see it as it is for the committee. 

Mr. Hovsron. I was trying to compromise on location. Lam sorry. 

This is the Pacific Northwest section in the United States, and this 
is the Columbia River section in Canada. Of course, we all know 
the work of the International Joint Commission on this problem. In 
fact. I have had several conferences with them since I came to 
Washington. 

Our problem in the days when Lewis and Clark discovered the Pa 
cific Northwest would have been simple. We could have had 500 
million acre-feet of storage. Today, with the development of the 
cultural features of the area, it is more and more difficult to find 
storage reservoirs without interfering with commerce, railroads, high- 
ways, -and the other developments of the area. 

Let me point out to you what we consider today the most a 
reservoirs—this one right here [indicating on map|, called Mic: 
Creek, which is on the upper reaches of the C ‘olumbia River in finan. 
is by far the most important reservoir on the Columbia River. In 
conference with Ed Kenny, Minister of Lands of British Columbia, 
the other day, I said to him: “The Army engineers’ report suggested 
7 million acre-feet at this point.” He said, “The Army engineers 
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are not building that reservoir; we are, and I expect it to have a 
capacity of between twelve and fourteen million acre-feet.” _ 

In the United States [indicating on the map| this is the location of 

Libby; this the location of Paradise; Springton is not shown, but it is 
in here above Coeur d’Alene Lake; this is Kooskia; this is Hells Can- 
yon here; this is Crevis on the Salmon River. 
* One thing I would like to call your attention to are the number of 
reservoirs located on the Snake River, far to the west and south. 
There are over 70 reservoirs with a total capacity in excess of 8 million 
acre-feet. 

There is under construction and building at the present time Cas- 
cade, Palisades, Lucky Peak, and there are probably another million 
or two that will come in within a short time. 

If you gentlemen had one sack of potatoes in your basement you 
would get along very nicely, but if all of a sudden you got a hundred 
sacks of them the law of diminishing returns would rather spoil your 
opportunity to make use of that many. The same thing applies to a 
river. Ben Torpen of the Army engineers in Portland pointed out 
to us in a report prepared by him in 1945 that the percentage of 
storage on a river below 30 percent of the annual runoff was very 
effective in increasing the minimum flow of the river. Above that, 
it decreases very rapidly. Today the storage on the Snake River, 
including the ones that I just mentioned, is over 76 percent of the 
mean annual runoff of 15.6 million acre-feet, as determined by the 
Army engineers. 

Now, don’t mix that figure with the 12 million you were given the 
other day. I gave you the undepleted original flow of 15.6. The 
present flow, as shown in the depletion study of the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, and the subcommittee of the CBLAC is 11.5—not 12. 

I want to give you in just a moment a comparison between the Snake 
River and the Columbia River. This line [indicating on a chart}, 
showing a flow up to 300,000 second-feet in the month of June, repre- 
sents the average flow of the Columbia River. Here is the flow, the 
depleted flow of the Snake River, as shown in table 5 of the initial 
depletion study of the technical subeommittee of the Columbia Basin 
Interagency group. 

You will note—and this will be important, because I will mention 
it later—that the maximum flow of the Snake River occurs approxi- 
mately at the time of the minimum flow of the Columbia River on 
this chart. 

A very important part of our problem relates to the load growth 
on the system of the Northwest power pool. This system now com- 
prises the northern part of Utah, the western part of Montana, all of 
Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. 

There are no calculations in this determination. ¢This is purely 
history. This [indicating on the chart] is the load growth of the 
eleven systems which now comprise the Northwest power pool, extend- 
ing from Utah Power & Light on the south, Montana Power, Washing- 
ton Water Power and Bonneville Power Administration, Pacific 
Power & Light, Portland General Electric, Mountain States Power, 
city of Seattle and the city of Tacoma and British Columbia Electric 
Railway. 
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Mr. Enete. Is the straight line the average and the varying lin: 
the fluctuations, or just what is that 

Mr. Houston. That is what I was coming to next, Mr. Chairman, 

This peak here, and this peak here and this peak here [indicating 
on the chart| are three important points. This represented the max: 
mum industrial effort in the First World War. The second was in 
1929, the inflation period; the third one, in 1943, was the maximum, 
effort in the Second World War. 

Mr. Encie. What is the low sway of the line? 

Mr. Houston. This is the depression of 1932. It is interesting to 
note that although there was not too much industrial activity, ow 
load was aceruing and increasing throughout that period, and as 
soon as we began to recover from the depression we caught up again 
with this straight line, which you asked about, and that is what we 
call the envelope of the peaks. It is a line which, if we construct 
plants and install equipment to meet that, should take care of future 
maximum requirements, 

Now, as the load in the area grows there will come a time when this 
line will cease to be a str aight line and begin to sag, but I do not 
believe that it is within the limits of this chart. 

Mr. Encie. The chart goes to what ¢ 

Mr. Houston. 1975. 

The average rate of growth of this line is 6.9 percent per annum. 
Before the American Institute of Electrical Engineers’ Pacific coast 
meeting 3 years ago I had a little debate with Bob O’Brien, of Cali- 
fornia. He presented a paper on how fast California was growing, 
and I followed him on the discussion of it, and pointed out that the 
average rate of growth on the power pool in the Pacific Northwest 
was a little less than the rate in California, and a little greater than 
in the nation as a whole, This trend is a general trend that applies, 
practically throughout the United States. 

There are two points on this chart that are of particular im- 
portance: We have had some discussion of the C level of development, 
and I believe the D level was mentioned. In the Army Engineers’ 
308 report, in attempting to formalize the program of development, 
they chose certain levels of development and they chose certain plants 
to satisfy the needs of that level. For example, the C level of de 
velopment could be nearly satisfied with the C-2 group of plants. 
It could also be satisfied with the C-3 or C-4 group of plants, merely 
alternates to accomplish the same thing. 

Let me give you those levels of development: The B level of de 
velopment “included a peaking capability of 5.4 million kilowatts: 
the © level, a peaking capacity of 10 million; the D level a peaking 

capacity of 19.4 million; the E level, 25 million. 

In the Columbia River Basin there is approximately 32 million 
kilowatts which can be developed, but it is very important to realize 
that only about half of this total quantity is less costly than steam 
electric generation, so somewhere, p se at the end of C level, which 
I have shown here, will naturally be reached about 1965, we reached 
the end of the point where we can just blindly add hydroelectric 
projects. We then have to begin to take each one as it comes along 
and say “Well, now how does this hydro unit fit better into our load 
requirements or would a steam unit, with its peculiar characteristics, 
meet, our requirements better?” 
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So, from there on, we begin to have the conditions that exist in 
California today. 

You know they have a program for a million kilowatts of addi- 
tional steam in California. 

Mr. Eneie. We are not too happy about that, either. We think 
it is a disgrace to use a diminishing natural resource like oil when 
we haven't developed all of our hydro, which is a replenishing natural 
resource. 

Mr. Hovusron. I understand that the hydro in California is devel- 
oped up to, as We say in engineering, 35 percent plant factor. I will 
explain that in this way: So that there is additional water available 
35 percent of the time. There is an economic limit beyond which 
you cannot go. There are exceptions to that, in King River, and some 
of those other projects. 

Mr. Ener. I don’t want to divert you to California, but I just 
wanted to comment: I don’t like the idea of using oil when we can 
use water. When I say “we,” I am talking about some of us who 
believe in public power development. 

Mr. Houston. I want you to realize fully that in arriving at my 
conclusions regarding these two levels of development C and D, | 
haven't just taken the 308 report of the Army engineers and sat down 
and figured it out; IT think they come in | indicating on the chart] about 
here, and here, in other words. I spent a week with the division 
engineers in Portland, establishing for my own satisfaction these 
levels, and I spent that week, a large part, with Mr. Fernald, who was 
here, and with Mr. Alspaugh, who had charge of the engineering 
studies that appear in appendix O of the 308 report—review report. 
We establish as near we could the characteristics of the C and D 
level, and then applying them to this normal rate of growth, we 
reached the C level in 1965, and the D level by 1973. 

I have here in my hand a copy of a preliminary program for the 
comprehensive program for the Pacific Northwest, established by 
the subcommittee of the CBIAC. In here I would like to quote for 
you one short sentence. They are discussing here the goal of 1960. 
[ quote: 

About a million kilowatts of additional power capacity should be developed, 
over 90 percent of which is hydroelectric. 

That is the goal for 1960. Let me show you what that does here. 
If we take as a starting point our present 1952 point on the load 
curve, by 1960 we would ve slightly above the C level of development. 

Assuming that normal growth will continue from that point, we 
would hit this D level of development between 1968 and 1970. 

Now, I want to turn to a much discussed problem we have had 
here before the committee, and that is the actual power output of the 
Hells Canyon project under these various levels of development. 

I would like to take first the so-called incremental method, in 
which we were given a total of 1,124,000 kilowatts, of which 685,000 
was at site, and 436,000 was downstream. 

I am totally in agreement with that figure for the particular time or 
stage of development for which the estimate applies. We have two 
names for that particular period; I call it the pre-C level. The 
Army engineers call it the adulterated C level. You will remember 
that when Mr. Dittmer testified he said C-2 projects less Glacier 
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View, and that is what he was explaining at that time by that state. 
ment, that it was slightly below the C level which will be reached 
somewhere between 1960 and 1965. 

I was a member of the technical subcommittee of the CBIAC for 
the discussion of the Hells Canyon project. We held one meeting in 
Boise and another meeting at the Bonneville Power Administration in 
Portland. 

Congressman Budge had Mr. Fernald the other day identify a 
graphic representation of this problem, and I have had it enlarged, 
and will show it to you at this time. 

You will note that there is a gradual increase in here in the pre-C 
level, the pre-C level extending over to this point. The C level is here, 
and the D level is here | indicating }. 

It is noteworthy that the Army engineers did not put any chron 
ological markings on the bottom of this chart. That is the reason | 
have attempted to show you the tie in between the load growth in the 
area and these various levels of development. 

This highest point on this chart represents the figure of 1,124,000 
which was established by the engineers of the Department of the In- 
terior. They told you nothing of the true C level or nothing of the 
D level. 

In our meetings of the Technical Subcommittee we all agreed that 
that chart was substantially correct. 

Now, let me go down the list of these actual figures as of the present 
C level, 1.240.000, C level, 969,000, D level 719,500. 

There is quite a decrease from the 1,124,000 down to 719,000: 

Mr. Encir. Why not stop at the C level and hold the high power to 
that ? 

Mr. Houston. Load growth is a characteristic of an area and is not 
dependent upon anything but the ambitions of human beings and in 
the Pacific Northwest we don’t propose to curtain our economy any 
more than we have to. 

It may be necessary, if we don’t get enough generating facilities. 

This trend of growth is not the whims of mankind but it is made up 
of a multitude of desires of this commercial venture, that industrial 
venture, in this new household, which wants washing machines and 
all that sort of thing and they accumulate in a load curve and you 
can see that it is persistent. 

Mr. Eneie. What you are saying is this, is it not, Mr. Houston, that 
on your pre-C level that power production from Hells Canyon is ad 
mittedly 1 million point 124? 

Mr. Houston. That is right. 

Mr. Eneie. But when you go into the C and the D development, the 
overall, system increases, but the production from Hells Canyon de- 
creases. Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Houston. That is exactly correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enexe. In other words, the accumulation of the entire system 
is greater, but the actual production of Hells Canyon isless? 

Mr. Houston. I think it is very essential that I show you why it 
decreases. ; ; 

Mr. Enewr. Tell us why that is true. 

Mr. Housron. Mr. Chairman, I was very hesitant about bringing 
this chart before you because it is not easy to explain. I will do my 
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very best and may I request your indulgence, and if you don’t under- 
stand it, ask some questions. 

Mr. Ener. Will you state the purpose of the chart? 

Mr. Houston. Yes, I will. 

The purpose of this chart, Mr. Chairm: in, is to answer your ques- 
tion why the value and output of Hells Canyon decreases as we go 
from the pre-C level to the C level and to the D level. 

This chart shows the flow of the Columbia River at The Dalles from 
1928 to 1937. Now, all the calculations on the value of a hydroelectric 
roject on a river is just a first-class job of Monday quarterbacking. 
W e go back and take history as to the stream flow, then we consider the 
project such as Hells Canyon as being constructed and attempt to see 
what the merits of the project are. 

The lowest flow on the Columbia River in history is the year 1936- 
19387. We have 4 years between 1929 and March 1932, that are almost 
as low. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Houston, when you say so far 
as history shows, what do you mean 4 

Mr. Housron. I believe our United States Geological Survey water 
supply records run from about 1872 up to date. 

This pre-C level operation of Hells Canyon throws 3,880,000 acre- 
feet of water into this little short-flow period here, which is of 7144 
months duration. When you have a low-flow period entirely in 1 
vear and no refill periods in between, there is no difference between 
what we call carry-over storage and annual storage. 

Carry-over storage is like a little boy sent to do a job, while annual 
storage does the job. 

Let me explain further: The Hungry Horse project, which has been 
approved and is under construction, requires approximately 3 years 
to fill the reservoir. The Grand Coulee Reservoir, under flood-flow 
conditions, fills in 3,9 days; 5.2 million acre-feet. 

Now then, if you have a condition of shortage of power in a median 
water year, that is, under average conditions, if your load and _ re- 
sources don’t fit, you have got to have a reservoir you can count on vear 
after vear after year, and not once in 3 or 4 vears to fill. 

That is a very important characteristic, so at the pre-C level, this 
is the storage—this is where we are pouring that very large storage of 
Hells Canyon, into this little gap, and we get 1,124,000. 

Now, as we get more ambitious and we get more upstream reservoir 
capacity, and we start to push the bottom of these low-flows up, it is 
easy to get this one up, but when we get 4 years in a row, it will take 
a lot more water to do the job. 

Now, on here, this line, which has a minimum of about 102,000 
cubie feet a second at The Dalles, is the regulated flow of the 
C-level development: the critical period shifts from this 714 months 
to 23 months in 3 years, with the refill period between each pair of 
years, 

That means, then, that instead of just filling one time you have 
got to have reservoir filling capacity that will come back 3 years in 
a row, and you have got to have so-called annual storage that refills 
nicely every year. 

Let’s see for just a moment where you put these reservoirs to get 
those two different things: Grand Coulee has its disadvantages. It 
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is very far down stream, and the natural flow of the river is large 
in comparison with the additional flow you get from draft from 
storage. 

We hold that reservoir to the very last one in a critical water 
condition. 

If we move a little further upstream, I pointed out Mica Creek, 
I pointed out Libby, Paradise; those reservoirs are far enough down- 
stream, you are assured of their filling, yet they are far enough 
upstream that when you draw them you don’t lose too much energy 
from the natural flow, flowing overhead. 

Now, when we reach the D level, you have really got a man’s job 
for storage it i i because you have 42 continuous months with 
no refill for any reservoir unless the flow of the stream is above the 
wheel capacity of the generators installed on the stream. 

In other words, there is no point in storing water in February and 
March for release the following year in February and March. You 
had better use it while you have got it. There is no point in storing 
water in July or August, because if you do, some other plant on the 
system that makes up this C level, 7,854,000, has got to come in and 
take its place, so you reach a rather severe condition at this point. 

Let me call your attention to one thing further: If we were to 
stop our hydroelectric development and substitute steam for it, since 
hydro costs you zero if you have the water and the plant installed, 
we call that zero increment and a steam plant has a fuel cost which we 
call the fuel increment; we never run steam and spill water. So we 
will be pushing these bottoms up automatically with steam and you 
come out to exactly the same result, as though you went through a 
complete hydro system without the addition of steam. 

Now, I want to stop right here and ask if there is any questions 
on whether I have explained that to your satisfaction ¢ 

Mr. Encir. Are you saying that eventually you get to the point 
where your total reservoir capacity exceeds the capacity of the stream 
to fill those reservoirs? Is that what you mean / 

Mr. Hovusron. You start, Mr. Chairman, immediately with that 
condition of certain reservoirs not filling completely in a given yeat 
no, you don’t reach beyond the reservoir capacity because you can’t. 

Mr. Ener. I understand that, but is the reduction in the power 
production of Hells Canyon in the D phase due to the fact that by the 
D phase you have put enough reservoirs on the line that you can’t con 
tinue to fill them all ¢ : 

Mr. Housron. No. I was just coming to that, Mr. Chairman, and 
let me explain that to you. 

When Hells Canyon reservoir is being drawn down this 7% month 
period, the draft from storage during that 714 months is 8,500 cubic 
feet per second. That is the quantity of water we are drawing from 
that reservoir. When we reach the C level of development, we are 
drafting 6,500 cubic feet per second. When we reach the D-level de- 
velopment, with 42 months continuous critical period, we are drafting 
only 1,520 cubic feet per second. 

Mr. Enair. The reason you reduce it is because if you draw it any 
faster you will run out of water / 

Mr. Housron. We will run out of water before we have reached the 
end of the critical period. This way we establish that is this: We 
make what we call a rule curve, which is history. We know that 
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our worst conditions is so and so, so we pull all our reservoirs on 
rule curves and we draft them to fit the worst condition in history. 
Every once in a while we get caught, but that is the reason that we 
have about 6.7 percent reserve, should have, on the system. We don’t 
have it today in the Pacific Northwest and then if we get caught we 
call on that 6.7 percent reserve and then we reestablish our rule curves 
somewhat lower to protect us then against a worse condition which has 
come into existence. 

Does that show you why the value of Hells Canyon goes down ? 

Mr. Eneir. Maybe I haven’t put it precisely the way you do, but 
what it boils down to is that vou get reservoir capacity beyond the 
amount of the stream over a period of years to fill it / 

Mr. Houston. That is right exactly, and it is a little bit more than 
that. 

Mr. Eneate. Now I come back to my original question: Why not 
build Hells Canyon and not go beyond that, and hold your high power 
production of 1,000,000,124 ¢ 

Mr. Hovusron. What would you do for power in the area’ That is 
your problem. Your system growth, as T said, depends on the economy 
of the area and is independent of any other factors, as near as I can see. 

Mr. Ener. Unless the rest of your system would more than out- 
weigh the loss of power at Hells Canyon vou had better stop the C 
phase. 

Mr. Hovusron. More people are moving into the Pacific Northwest. 
We are getting more aluminum pot lines, taking 37.500 kilowatts for 
each pot line. 

Mr. Enewe. Don’t vou agree, though, that unless the other develop- 
ments will out weigh the losses, vou are better off to stay where you are ¢ 

Mr. Hovsron. You mean we will just cease to grow in the Pacific 
Northwest stage throughout the area 

Mr. Eneie. You are going to cease to grow anyway as far as power 
production is concerned unless the total production of the system will 
outweigh the losses incurred by the expansion of the system through 
the reduction of Hells Canyon power. 

Mr. Housron. Hells Canyon is only 1 out of some 300 projects that 
the Army engineers have studied. This is only one of the projects, 
and it just takes its place along with the rest of them. 

Mr. Enews. I don’t want to ask all the questions. How about some 
of you other folks, 

Mr. Crawrorp. Is there any substantial operation of this type on 
record where, as this load growth finally moves toward the top, you 
have not been forced to put in auxiliary equipment, such as steam ? 

Mr. Houston. I didn’t get the question, Congressman Crawford. 

Mr. Crawrorp. I say where a general approach of this nature has 
been made, down through the years, to whatever areas you want to 
take, and where the load growth finally reached the point which you 
and the chairman are now discussing, what did you do? Did you 
not put in your steam auxiliary ? 

Mr. Hovsron. When you reach a point in your load growth—let’s 
take that, and that is rather important, because of the difference in 
the approach to the problem here and the approach the utility would 
take. They forecast their load growth about 5 years in advance. 

Now they say, here is a steam plant we can put in. Its investment 
cost is $150 a kilowatt, here is a hydro plant we can build, its invest- 
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ment cost is about three times that of steam, fuel cost, balanced 
against plant investment. 

Then they choose whichever one fits the requirements of the system. 

Mr. Crawrorp. That is at the beginning. 

Mr. Houston. No, continuously, with the growth of the system, 
you make a choice of what comes next and you always build ahead, 
so that you have got a reserve of over and above the maximum load 
that you expect. 

Does that answer your question ¢ 

Mr. Crawrorp. That doesn’t answer my question, because my ques 
tion is this: Has it not been history that always you come to a point 
where you have to buttress or add to the hydroelectric by putting in 
a steam plant é 

Mr. Housron. Yes. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Sure, that always comes. 

Mr. Housron. That is right. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Your proposal is to go ahead and ase the water that 
is available and not restrict the load growth. Go ahead and expand, 
let the people come in from other parts of the world and settle and then 
when you reach the point where the cost as related to the flow of the 
water says to put in steam or whatever you happen to have at that 
time, you go ahead and put it in and that is what you will do in this 
instance. 

Mr. Enerie. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Crawrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Eneie. What the witness is saying is, and I am anticipating 
this, he is saying or making an argument with respect to the most 
eflicient development of the hydro resource. If I follow him, what 
he is going to come out with is an argument that the Hells Canyon 
is not the most efficient development of the hydro resource, con- 
sidering the over-all problem: is that right ? 

Mr. Hovusron. That is partially the answer. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enoir. Mrs. Bosone. 

Mrs. Bosonr. What would be the importance, then, of the other 
dams that could be built along the system from the Hells Canyon, 
Oxbow, and all the rest? What you have said then would apply to the 
rest of them, wouldn't it? 

Mr. Hovusron. No; if you will just bear with me a moment, I will 
come to that. I want to bring out one more feature. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we could agree that Mr. 
Stevens could testify, starting, say, about 11:30? He has come all 
the way from Portland, Oreg., and I do want to have him get on. 

Mr. Enetr. Mr. Budge, this is probably one of the most informative 
witnesses that has been put on the witness stand, and with all deference 
to these gentlemen who have come a long ways, this project is going to 
cost $350 million plus some more if we vote it in, and as far as one 
member of the committee, I would like to pick this fellow’s brains a 
little while. 

Mr. Buper. I believe Mr. Stevens is just as informative. 

Mr. Enatr. I grant you that. But when we have got a good one, 
let’s hang on to him for a while and see what he is going to tell us. 
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With all respect to the gentleman who is here, we are going to have 
to continue this hearing anyway, Mr. Budge. I think the committee 
wants to find out what this man is talking about. 

Mr. Buper. Could we give Mr. Stevens 15 minutes then ¢ 

Mr. Encie. You don’t want to send Mr. Stevens home with only 
1) minutes, do you? 

Mr. Buper. I want him to be heard. He is an excellent consulting 
engineer, coming all the way from Portland, clear across the Nation. 
I would like to have the committee listen to him for about 15 minutes. 

Mr. Eneue. Let’s see how we can get along for a half hour. Mrs. 
Bosone had a question. 

Mr. Morris. I wish you would answer the gentlewoman’s question 
if you could. 

Mrs. Bosonr. The question is, what vou have been saying relative 
to the building of Hells Canyon, then, would apply to the other pro- 
posed or thought of dams that would be on the system, Oxbow, Moun 
tain Sheep, or Nez Perce, and the rest of them ¢ 

Mr. Housron. The answer is “no.” 

Mrs. Bosonr. May I interrupt you for just a moment! I think 
you are a most interesting witness, and since I used to teach classrooms 
I thought how valuable you would be in a classroom teaching. 

Mr. Houston. I used to be a teacher. 

Mrs. Bosonr. Engineering has always been interesting to me. I 
have tried to follow you. I have been thinking I have been following 
you; so, with the chairman, I would like to hang on to you. 

Mr. Houston. As one of the secretaries of MIT, one of my jobs 
is to pick up new boys and show them all the works we are doing 
on atomic energy, guided missiles, ete., and what I tell them, and it 
surprises them at first, is that English is more important than their 
mathematics, the ability to express the problem they have before 
them. . 

Mrs. Bosonr. You have it. 

Mr. Houston. I try to. I want to come back to this question you 
bring up. I want to show you the difference between the Nez Perce 
and Hells Canyon. You might think them to be the same, but they 
are just as far apart as day “and night, because between the site of 
Hells Canyon and the site of Nez Perce there is 4,700,000 acre-feet 
of water poured into the Snake River from the Salmon in an average 
water year in just 2 months. 

We have got to handle that water. The night before I left Seattle 
I had Milo Bell, chief of our fisheries department, have dinner with 
me at the Washington Athletic Club, and I said, “Milo, there is a 
problem I can’t answer today and I want you to help me as time goes 
on. We have to find out whether we can go into the meadows on the 
upper reach of the Salmon River and put dams to control that 7 
million acre-feet without spoiling the salmon runs, or we will have 
totry the other alternate, build Nez Perce.” 

Now, as the fish go up the river , they are relatively easy to handle. 
In fact, Milo said to me, “1 would rather have Nez Perce 700 feet 
high than I would the four lower Snake dams,” and I said, “that 
kind of surprises me.” He said, “I only have to handle the fish once 
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around each dam and if I have got four dams, I handle them fou: 
times.” : 

Now, if we can solve that problem, here is the Salmon River right 
here, and Hells Canyon Dam here. Now, if we can go back up here 
on the meadows, on the upper reaches of the Salmon River, and put 
in relatively small reservoirs that we can handle the salmon up by 
that it will be fine. If we can’t we will have to come down below 
the mouth of the Salmon River and put a dam in there to handle 
that 4.7 million acre-feet. 

The same thing applies 

Mrs. Bosonr. That is below Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Houston. That is right. 

I think I will stop and give you one more point. Let’s have the 
flood pictures here. 

There is a picture [indicating from chart] of the 1948 flood o 
the Snake River, and on the Columbia River. This is the millioi 
second-feet runoff at The Dalles. This is the total flow, so-called, 
Trinidad gage of the main stream of the Columbia just above the 
mouth of the Snake. This line is the flood of the Snake River and 
these are three components which go to make up this total flow. 
This lower one is the flow of the Snake River at Oxbow gage, which: 
is the Hells Canyon site. This next one is the flow out of the Salmon 
River, and this one is the flow out of the Clearwater River. The 
Salmon and the Clearwater are the two main tributaries of the Snake 
River, below Hells Canyon. 

Now, you will note there is a nice big chunk right up here [ind) 
cating]. Right there is where Van Port let go do you see this little 
peak right in here? This is the peak that took out Van Port, and 
that peak, 177,000 cubic feet a second came out of the Clearwater: 
103,000 came out of the Salmon, and there was no flow in the main 
stream of the Snake River until after the Van Port disaster, in exces- 
of 50.000 cubic feet per second. 

One more thing: 50,000 cubic feet per second is equivalent to 
million acre-feet in 10 days. We have Cascade, we have Palisades 
coming, we have Lucky Peak coming. The two of those are more 
than 2 million acre-feet. We will have Garden Valley, which brings 
in another million and a quarter up there, so we will have in the 
order of 3 million additional feet. You could just rip that whole 
center out of the flow of the Snake River with those reservoirs if 
you wanted to, to prevent any flow. 

I think it is well to have in mind that the 1894 flood which they 
talk about, of 130,000 second-feet, was the flow which occurred in 
1894, but could not be repeated today. I have asked the Army engi 
neers that very question and they tell me the maximum flow right 
now we can expect to have on the main stream of the Snake at Oxbow 
is 160,000 second-feet. And we have got 177.000 coming out of the 
Clearwater and 103,000 out of the Salmon. It is interesting to note 
that in 1894 the flood out of the Clearwater was 158,000 second-feet. 
and out of the Salmon was 120,000; Clearwater a little bit less than 
the 1948 flood, the Salmon a little bit more. 

But the main stream went down from 130,000 to 50,000 by reason 
of upstream storage reservoirs for irrigation. ! 
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Now time is very short and I am taking more time than I should. 
I want to get on to another part of this picture because I think 
it is very, very important. 

You have been given two figures: an allocation figure and an incre- 
mental figure. They are very dangerous because it is so easy to 
allocate and miss something. They gave you a figure on the alloca- 
tion method of 1,430,000 kilowatts. The analysis of that is that out 
of the 7,854,000 continuous system power, 2,191,000 was the output 
of the isolated run of river plants: 2,149,000 was the output of the 
tive storage plants; totaling 4,340,000 kilowatts. 

Then they subtracted that from the total and they had left 3,514,000 
kilowatts, which they called storage and integration benefits; that is 
absolutely correct, but I am afraid they did not, in the words of the 
Bible, “Render unto Caesar that which is Caesar’s. and unto God 
that which is God’s.” 

They render under Caesar the total value of that 3 million when 
half of it belonged to God, and let explain to you why: I showed 
you the difference in the flow characteristics of the Snake River. It 
was maximum, when the Columbia was minimum. 

Now, if we have a power plant on each one of those rivers and we 
want to gain the maximum benefit, we build a transmission line in 
between those two projects if it is justified. How do we know if it is 
justified? We see how much more continuous power we get from the 
combined plant instead of from two separate plants. 

How do we justify that transmission line? By the fact that the 
benefits accruing from interconnection, or integration, are greater 
than the cost of the line. 

Now, actually half of that difference should have been credited to 
transmission lines and not to the storage reservoir. 

I will speak of it technically because I want to spearhead that point 
and don’t let it get away: It 1s what we call resource diversion. Half 
of that difference should have been credited to transmission lines, 
and you wouldn't have the figure of 1.4 million, but you would have 
come down to 1,124,000. 

That 1,124,000 is a good figure for the pre-“C” level. There is 
nothing wrong with that figure except the dollars that are hitched on 
to it. 

I wish I could buy a suit of clothes like they figyred that incremental 
method. If they got the suit free and went out and paid two-bits 
for the button, sewed it on, they would have come out with that answer 
of $15.49 which they gave you. 

Let’s see how they got to that answer. They said, “Now, since we 
are taking an incremental method, we must take just increments down- 
stream.” 

Where is our system development today? It is on the main stem. 
Had we taken Hells Canyon and the four lower Snake River plants 
as our increment instead of Hells Canyon and the unit added in 
Priest Joe, a unit added in Priest Rapids, a unit added in The Dalles, 
around like that, we would have gotten entirely different answers; 
instead of having $15.49, our answer, gentlemen, would have been 
$31 a kilowatt. What did we do on the lower Snake River? We 
assumed that between the present time and the time we took the in- 
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crement for Hells Canyon, that we built the four lower Snake River 
plants, at a cost of $700 a kilowatt, or $31 a kilowatt-year. Can we 
count on you in putting up some funds to build that on that basis / 
Don’t for a moment, please, mistake me in anything that I mean 
the lower Snake River plants are not good plants. They are, but 
you can’t go and treat them as an increment. You must take them 
as a unit cost. 

Now, if we take them as a unit cost—and I want to put interest 
during construction back into the Hells Canyon project for a com 
parison at the start; you can take higher interest rate and make « 
comparison over the total period of your turns one way, but I want to 
compare them at the start; if I put that interest during construction 
back in, I come out with $776,000,000 as the cost of the four lower 
Snake plants and Hells Canyon at the “C” level of development ; or 
$26.50 a kilowatt-year. That is considerable different increment 
than $15.49. 

Now, I want to present to you—I have been negative so far and 
it puts a tough job on you fellows saying “no.” I want you to be 
able to say “yes.” You see, gentlemen, I used to get some pretty 
good training from some of your Congressmen and Senators around 
here. I used to help them write speeches when I was with the Federal 
Power Commission and they used to say to me, “Don’t give a negative 
answer. I want a positive answer.” And that is what I want to 
give you now. 

I helped Walter Pierce write the first speech he ever wrote in an 
effort to get the transmission line from Baker into McNary, and it was 
a lot of fun. 

Mr. Enair. I would like to hear you talk some on the interconnec 
tion between Bonneville and Central Valley, but we will get to that 
later. 

Mr. Hovsron. There are lots of answers to that and I would like 
to do it. 

This is a picture of the flow of the Snake River in total. ‘This line 
right here [indicating on chart] is the flow of the Snake River at the 
Clarkston gage. Let’s see what its components are. Here is the 
flow down here at Hells Canyon. Here is the flow at Hells Canyon. 
This green area is the flow on the South Fork of the Clearwater in 
the vicinity of Kooskia. This red is the water coming out of the 
Salmon River. The yellow is the water coming out of the North Fork 
of the Clearwater in the vicinity of Elkberry. 

Now, as our system grows, what do we have to store? This is the 
water which will flow through four units on the lower Snake. Here 
is the water required for five units. In other words, here is the water 
we want to store. We don’t want to store the minimum flow of the 
river at Hells Canyon. We want to store the floods on the Clear 
water and on the Salmon River, because this is the flow that is above 
wheel capacity and which will actually increase our system energy. 
Storing this at Hells Canyon on the Snake doesn’t do anything. 

Let me show you: If we put the five run-of-river plants in here 
on the Snake—and I want it again understood I am not talking for 
private utilities—I am talking about engineering—if we put in the 
five run-of-river plants here at Hells Canyon, all the water we are 
going to miss is this little bit of a thing here in an average water year. 
We are not going to lose anything as far as energy is concerned, but 
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if we don’t build these other dams here [indicating] on the Clear- 
water. we haven't limited our floods. 

Mr. Enote. When you talk about those you are talking about the 
Nez Perce. which is below the confluence of the Salmon and the Snake 
and what below Clearwater / 

Mr. Houston. On the Clearwater, Mr. Chairman, Kooskia is located 
right here. I have talked with our State fisheries people and I would 
say I work very carefully with them because fish means a great deal 
to us in the State of Washington. They tell me I can have Kooskia if 
I will keep off of the North Fork of the Clearwater and out of Bruce's 
Eddy, and Elkberry and let them develop their fish runs on the North 
Fork, we can have the South Fork for power and we would take 
100,000 second: feet out of the 1948 flood with that one reservoir. 

Let me give you some dollar figures, because that, after all, is what 
we come back to. Let me give you a comparison between building the 
five run-of-river plants here at Hells Canyon [indicating| on the 
Snake River and building Kooskia, as compared with building High 
Head, Hells Canyon and the two combinations can be built for the 
same amount of money. I am not talking about the Kooskia, that is 
in the review 308 report. I am talking about Kooskia that has 500 
million acre-feet of storage and, gentlemen, I have checked this with 
the Army engineers in Portland before 1 would dare make any such 
proposal, because they are the ones that surveyed it and not myself. 
We would have had in this pre-“C” level—it is the same number of 
dollars, so 1 am just going to compare energy—we would have added 
to the system on High Head Hells Canyon, 1,124,000 in the pre-“C” 
level. We would have added on this combination of five run-of-river 


plants here at Hells Canyon and Kooskia, 1,611,000 average kilowatts 
during the control flow period. 


‘ 


Let's come to the “C” level. I told you at the “C” level, Hells Canyon 
High Head, with all its downstream benefits, would be 969,000. The 
combination of 5 run-of-river plants plus Kooskia would be 1,300,000, 
or 327,000 kilowatts more. At the “D” level, it would be 218,000 kilo- 
watts more. 

I ask you what are we trying to build? An empire or a power 
system ? 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Enaie. Now, Mr. Redden? 

Mr. Reppen. No questions. 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. Crawford ? 

Mr. Crawrorp. Mr. Chairman, is this witness coming before us 
again ¢ 

Mr. Eneve. Probably not. 

Mr. Hovusron. Let me say, gentlemen, if you need me back, I can’t 
stay tomorrow, | have engagements at the MIT, in Boston, but I can 
come back at the end of your next portion of your program if it is 
necessary. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Well, he may not be back again, so I am going to 
vield my time to Mr. Budge. . 

Mr. Reppen. I will do the same thing, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buper. | appreciate that very much, and I would be happier to 
have the committee ask questions of Mr. Houston. I have had the 
opportunity of listening to him before, and T think it is clear in my 
mind and I would like the committee to ask questions. ; 
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Mr. Morris. I would like to ask two questions, Mr. Chairman. | 
will be very brief. I believe you said that in your judgment the build- 
ing of the Nez Perce would be a feasible project. 

Mr. Houston. It is very definitely, and the question of whether you 
build Nez Perce on the main stem here or whether you go up here 
on the reaches of the Salmon River and put in several storage projects 
depends on the solution of the problem of handling fish. 

Mr. Morris. I didn’t want to go into the technical matter. I wanted 
to get your observation that it would be feasible. Would you advo- 
‘ate that the Federal Government build that dam ¢ 

Mr. Houston. I am an engineer. I don’t care who builds them. 
All I want to do is to get the right system so that we come out with 
the minimum cost of energy to the area. 

Mr. Morris. You are not interested in who builds it. You think 
it should be built. 

Mr. Houston. Eighty percent of the entire generating facilities 
in the United States Soler ace been built by private enterprise. They 
can get the money and do it. 

Mr. Morris. I don’t want to enter a discussion on that problem. 
You think it is a feasible program and don’t care who builds it? 

Mr. Hovusron. It is one of the two best approaches and the ques- 
tion which one you choose depends on fish. 

Mr. Morris. That is all. 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. D’Ewart ? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. You do not find any feasibility in this project as far 
as flood control is concerned ¢ 

Mr. Hovusron. I told you that there was only 50,000 cubic feet a 
second flow in the river at that time. Now, there is another part to 
that picture that I didn’t mention. When we have flood conditions 
on the Columbia we have got Bonneville flooded out, when we have 
got the Dalles flooded out, when MeNary is flooded out, all those run 
of river plants, where are we going to get power if we do not run our 
high-head storage projects? That is where it has tocome from. What 
really we come out with is a project that just does not fitthe area. We 
shut it down to 66,000 kilowatts during the entire irrigation season. 
We shut it down during the season that we have to take | million kilo- 
watts off for maintenance and we run it when the peak load it is to 
serve is in the lower Columbia River, in the Puget Sound area, and in 
Spokane, the winter peak; 350 miles away from the generating plant. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I am not going to ask you about the navigation sir. 

Mr. Hovusron. I wish you would. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is very minor. I believe you have covered it. 

am a little interested in this $35.17. [ wish you would review that 
statement again because it is so far at variance with anything we have 
had before that I wish you would very briefly give us the justification 
for that $35.17 cost per prime kilowatt. 

Mr. Hovusron. $26.50. 

Mr. Enate. When you do that, tell us the difference—I think you 
understand it—you put in interest from the time construction starts 
on through, but is that what makes the difference / 

Mr. Houston. No; that is not the difference. The cost of high-head 
Hells Canyon is $356,000,000, I have added in the Army engineers 
interest during construction of $30 million, which they had in the 
308 report, and it is about right. The four lower Snake River plants 
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-ost $390 million. The C level nominal prime capability or average 
energy contributed to the system is 1,296,000 kilowatts. When we 
divide that investment totaling 776 million, we come out with your 
answer. First of all, I should say I am using for your depreciation 
and your interest at 24% percent 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Over 50 years? 

Mr. Houston. Yes; anda half a percent for operation, maintenance, 
and replacement, 4.4 percent total, which is the figure that the Federal 
Power commission has in-their confidential bulletins for that work. 
It gives me $34,200,000 as the annual cost of the high-head Hells 
Canyon and the four lower Snake River plants considered as the 
increment. 

Now, if I divide that by the total contribution to the system of 
1.296.000 kilowatts, I come up with $26.50 a kilowatt-year. 

(ComMITTEE NorE.—See Mr. Houston’s supplemental statement, 
). 817, wherein he states that he erred in testifying the $26.50 figure 
as $35.20. He corrected the record to read $26.50 instead of $35.20.) 

In other words, the difference, Mr. Chairman, is the fact that I have 
taken as the increment not Hells Canyon by itself and assumed all the 
other plants in. I have taken as my increment the four lower Snake 
River plants together with Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Crawrorp. If you will yield. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Yes. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Did you say you used a two and a half percent 
interest. rate ? 

Mr. Houston. Yes. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Who suggested that rate? 

Why is that used? 

Mr. Houston. That is the figure that is in the Federal Power Com- 
mission; that is the figure we have been using quite regularly. 

Mr. Crawrorp. But these interest rates have all advanced. The 
Treasury is advancing interest rates every day. The Treasury is 
. seriously considering a 3 percent bond to be issued within the next 
few weeks. 

Mr. Houston. I understand there is considerable controversy be- 
tween the Federal Reserve groups and other groups as to what inter- 
est should prevail. 

Mr. Crawrorp. The new issues being put out are at increased rates. 
I don’t think that rate is proper at all. 

Mr. Saytor. That is a comparable rate; he has used the same figure 
that the Bureau used in arriving at their figures. 

Mr. Eneie. The actual replacement cost on money a few moments 
ago was 2.24. 

Mr. Crawrorp. That doesn’t apply to this. 

Mr. Houston. If I might interject at this point, there are a great 
many of us who don’t feel we are going to stay where we are very 
long, either. 

Mr. Crawrorp. We certainly won't. 

Mr. Eneue. Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I don’t want to use all the time. I could ask a 
thousand questions on this thing. 

Mr. Enoir. Mr. Regan. 

Mr. Reean. I have just one question. You said something about 
being interested in the dollar value and I think we are very much. 
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What would be the cost of the alternate proposal as compared to 
Hells Canyon? 

Mr. Housron. Exactly. The reason I chose that combination was 
because the 5,000,000 acre-foot storage at Kooskia, plus the run of 
river plants here at Hells Canyon cost almost identical with the 
high head Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Reean. But would generate how much more power? 

Mr. Houston. One million six hundred, as compared with one mi! 
lion one hundred twenty-four thousand. 

Mr. Reean. Thank you. 

Mr. Encore. Will the gentleman yield there? 

You did not include the Nez Perce. You took the Kooskia and 
the four lower plants ? 

Mr. Houston. That is right; Kooskia plus the five low head dams 
here at Hells Canyon. 

You see Nez Perce, Clarkston, and two others here are for develop- 
ment of the Lower Snake River, and are in the level of development. 
I took the complete C level of development for that comparison. 

Mrs. Bosong. Which ones are they / 

Mr. Houston. Nez Perce 

Mrs. Bosonr. The one you recommend. 

Mr. Howusron. Kooskia, it is an Indian name located right here 
[indicating on map] in the little town of Camia, right on the South 
Fork of the Clearwater, about 16 miles above the junction with the 
North Fork. 

Mrs. Bosone. Are there some others? 

Mr. Houston. And the four little Snake, little Granite, Little 
Monumental, that group in there. 

I suppose I should mention this: as now planned, part of that 
money is private money and part is public but I don’t think that that 
is exactly relevant. I am sticking closely to the engineering point 
of view. I am simply giving you what my idea is of the total in’ 
vestment and what you vet, regardless of the source of money. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I think you should bring out one other point here 
in regard to which Mr. Crawford’s remark related and that is that 
you have very little coal in the Columbia Basin and no oil and if you 
are going to firm up your power with coal and oil you have got to 
come over to Montana and buy it and we would be glad to sell that 
coal to you. 

Mr. Houston. You are getting into another trouble when you go 
after the coal. Where is the lowest cost coal in the Columbia River 
Basin? It is over in Wyoming and down in Utah, and yet, the 
Interior proposes to build a full 400,000 kilowatt line clear down into 
Soda Springs, right down in the heart of the low cost coal, as our 
system grows and we get through the C level and start building steam 
plants where are we going to put them? Right at the end of that 
transmission line and that transmission line would be just a good 
roost for birds. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Houston, how long is that transmission line that 
is supposed to develop the phosphate “and how much would that line 
cost In your opinion ¢ 

Mr. Hovsron. The department of Interior has chosen a — 

‘ase and they have chosen it beautifully. They have chosen a load 
of 400,000 kilowatts on the end of over 400 miles of a modern—I have 
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to use this for technical puropses and I will explain it later—series 
compensated shock reactors transmission line. 

Now, an ordinary transmission line, 400 miles long, has a terrible 
drop in voltage and the amount of power you can get over that line 
is small, but when you choose just the right size load, just the right 
size of conductor, and put in five substations, one at the sending end, 
and one at the receiving end, and three intermediates, you get a 
very highbrow transmission line and since they chose a phosphate 
load, 90 percent annual load factor, sure, you can transmit 400,000 
kilowatts over that line for 1 mill per kilowatt-hour. As long as 
you don’t change any—if you drop your requirements to 50 percent 
load factor, it is 2 mills, not 1. 

That is a very nice transmission line, but I am afraid it is right 
down in the heart of the low cost coal area and as soon as we reach far 
enough to where we need steam plants there is where your steam 
plants belong. 

Mrs. Bosonr. I don’t see anything low cost about the coal in Utah. 
[ always thought it was extravagant to burn our coal, and I have been 
interested in those coal fields. I started to practice law down in those 
coal fields, and made a study of the byproduct of our coal; some of the 
richest coal fields in the world are in Carbon County in the State of 
Utah, and the coal prices are very high. 

I would hate to see it being burned up. I know some of our finest 
steam plants for the Utah Power & Light—and by the way, that com- 
pany does a good job in Utah and has been building some beautiful 
steam plants and Tam glad, I am glad they are expanding. 

But when you say low cost coal it seems to me it is a terrific extrava- 
gance to burn that coal of rich byproducts when we don’t have to if we 
have the hydro. 

Mr. Buper. Will you yield ¢ 

Mrs. Bosonr. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. The gentleman didn’t say the coal was low cost. He 
said that it was the area in which, taking all of the Pacific Northwest, 
that the lowest cost coal was in Utah. 

Mrs. Bosone. It is pretty high, though. 

Mr. Buper. How much would this transmission line cost in your 
judgment, Mr. Houston ? 

Mr. Housron. About, in the best figure I have in mind, $40,000 a 
mile for conductors, plus your substations, and what you come out 
with in terms of received kilowatts on the receiver end of the line is 
about $115 of delivered kilowatts. 

Mr. Buper. Which makes the line 

Mr. Houston. The line would cost then 400,000 times $115, would 
be your total cost of line. 

Mr. Bupér. Mr. Houston, how much is that? You are a better 
mathematician than I am. 

Mr. Housron. That is about $46 million. 

Mr. Buper. The Bureau of reclamation estimated it as $100 million. 

Mr. Housron. They had some more in there, because there are times 
of the year when they will only get 60,000 out of the Hells Canyon 
plant and have to go some place else and get the rest of it. 

It takes more line to bring that in. I was giving you one portion 
of the line, the one in the block. It is » heautiful design if you need 
a line to do that. 

21139—52—ser. 20——-39 
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Mr. Buper. Whatever the cost, that isn’t included in the total cost 
of the Hells Canyon project that is to be authorized in this bill, is it / 

Mr. Howsron. No. There is no transmission in this _ picture 
anywhere. 

Mr. Sayxor. I would like to ask you a question in regard to naviga- 
tion. You said you wanted to answer that, and I am going to give 
you the opportunity. I see we have $4,863,000 credited to navigation. 

Mr. Houston. We have mentioned D level and I went through the 
calculation for D level myself because I wanted to see what it looked 
like and I found I started the pond down on the Hells Canyon 
Reservoir. That was in September, 1928, and I took it down al! 
through °29 and I took it all down through *30 and I took it all down 
through °31 and I finally got the level of that pond down 289 feet by 
February, 1932, and it took another year to fill the pond; I think 
you need waterproof elevators if you are going to try to build docks in 
there to handle any freight on the reservoir. 

The other picture, and here is something that is important, gentle- 
men: we so often think of what we know about one river and compare 
it with another river: the Missouri River depends for navigation upon 
release of water from Hebigan Reservoir and the other reservoirs on 
the upper reaches of the river to keep the channel depth but if you 
will check the Columbia River you will find it to be a series of slack 
water reservoirs and against zero benefit in depth of channel from an) 
water released. 

Now, let’s take that—that leaves one stretch, from Lewiston to 
Lime Point, as a distance of 30 miles. So our friends propose to shut 
Hells Canyon down and let a little dribble of water by the dam, and 
actually reduce the number of days that you can navigate the Snake 
River between Lewiston and Lime Point. 

Mr. Encore. Where is Lime Point ? 

Mr. Houston. About 30 miles upstream at this point [indicating | 
from Lewiston on the Snake River. It is just a short distance away. 

Mr. Enore. Thank you. 

Mr. Saytor. I was interested and I want to make sure that I got 
you correctly: the figures that the Bureau had here the other day 
indicated that the low point they would be producing at Hells Can- 
yon, 66,000 kilowatts. 

Mr. Houston. That is right. 

Mr. Sayvor. As I understand that is at the time of the peak, so they 
said, at the other reservoir ? 

Mr. Houston. That is right, at the other power plants. 

Mr. Saytor. You say, am I correct, that the other power plants 
might be flooded out at that time? : 

Mr. Houston. No;Iamsorry. That is not quite right, Mr. Saylor. 
The other plants on the lower Columbia are flooded out, for instance, 
in the flood of *48; the output at Bonneville was 140,000 kilowatts in 
stead of 480,000, in the midst of the flood. 

Mr. Enote. That is in the midst of the flood ? 

Mr. Housron. Yes. Your tailwater below your dam comes up be- 
cause the channel isn’t big enough to take all the water away and so 
your net head shrinks. 

Mr. Ener. In other words, you block off your plants? 

Mr. Hovsron. That is right. 
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The plant of Puget Sound Power & Light Co., Rock Island, was 
a little ripple in the water. You couldn't even see the dam when that 
flood came down. The point is that during that flood you have to 
release water, when you put water through, you had to release water 
at your highhead dams so as to furnish the system requirements when 
your lowhead run of river plants further downstream are flooded out. 
" Mr. Enete. This does exactly the reverse ¢ 

Mr. Houston. Yes. 

Mr. Enete. Are you through, Mr. Saylor? 

Mr. Sayvor. I was just going to ask one other question, if you 
would care to comment on the possibility of firming up the hydro- 
power with not steam plants, but with atomic energy. You have read 
in a recent release from the Atomic Energy Commission that it 1s 
within the realm or possibility in the foreseeable future when they 
can predict it. 

Mr. Houston. If I say anything it ought to be off the record. 

Can it be off the record ¢ 

Mr. Sayvor. Sure. 

Mr. Enote. If you say it is on the record, as far as the newspapers 
are concerned. 

Mr. Houston. Well, then I will leave out part of it. I was going 
to talk about guided missles but I don’t want to. We have submarines 
designed today that can go down and stay a year without ever sur- 
facing, with atomic energy as a source of power. We have battleships 
underway whereby we will be able to leave a port and not show up 
again for refueling for a year. I don’t want to take atomic energy 
and degrade it to the level of electric power generation until all those 
more valuable uses are satisfied. 

Now, there is one more development. There are two companies in 
the United States that are working on the possibility of going directly 
from atomic energy to electricity without going through steam, as an 
intermediate part of the cycle. 

I know nothing about that. I simply know that those studies are 
under way, that research is under way and money has been supplied 
for that. 

That may change the picture if that is accomplished. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. One more question, if you will yield. 

Mr. Sayvor. I yield. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Aren’t you at the present moment wasting a lot 
of heat at Hanford that could be used for generating purposes. 

Mr. Houston. In thermodynamics, or the study of heat, we have 
what we call a term that it took me 10 years to understand, we eall it 
anthropy. It isthe amount of unavailable heat. If you had a hydro- 
plant with a 2-foot head on it you could generate power. Passama- 
quoddy, up here in Maine—I was with Jackson-Moore, engineers, in 
Boston when we were required to review that for the Nova Scotia 
Government—what we found was that the machines were so big that 
the station bus bar was 2 miles long. 

It is uneconomical to generate power when the potential that you 
are working with is so low. Now, then, there is still a possibility in 
energy at Hanford, the possibility cf a heat pump. The efficiency of 
« heat pump depends upon the temperature at the suction of the pump 
and you can get high efficiency with warm water of that nature and 
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it may be one day we will reach that point where we can use it. Today, 
it is uneconomical. 

Mr. Sayuor. That is all. 

Mr. Enoie. Mr. Budge? 

Mr. Bunce. I didn’t want to ask a question. I wanted to arrange to 
have Mr. Cushman, who has been waiting all week, to bear witness, 
I want him to be permitted to file his written statement before the 
committee adjourns. That is the only thing I have. 

Mr. Enix. That applies also to Mr. Stevens. He has a prepared 
statement to file with the record for consideration of the committee 
at a later time. 

(The statements are as follows :) 

IpAHO STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Boise, Idaho, March 20, 1952. 
CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, and Members of the 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation: 

The Idaho State Chamber of Commerce in behalf of which organization this 
statement is submitted, is a voluntary nonprofit association organized under the 
jaws of Idaho in 1926. My name is J. E. Cushman. I have been a director of 
the organization for 7 years and for the past 2 years I have been president. My 
residence is at Preston, Idaho, and I am division manager of the Utah Power & 
Light Co. 

Our organization has maintained a close interest in all matters relating to 
the utilization of the water resources of the State since the date of organization 
in 1926. We have worked closely with irrigation districts, water-user groups, 
and various argicultural organizations as well as members of the State legis- 
lature and State government officials in helping to develop a program which 
would efficiently use the waters of the State of Idaho. 

We have consistently supported those who have pursued the policy of placing 
reliance upon the laws and constitution of Idaho for determination of the riglits 
of water users. 

In more than a quarter of a century in which the organization has been in 
existence there has been a phenomenal increase in the conversion of waste land 
into productive acres through the application of water from the various streams 
in the State. With this agricultural development has’ come the growth of 
cities, expansion of the State’s highway system, a rapid increase in the develop 
ment of hydroelectric power generating facilities and a consequent expansion 
of industrial activity within Idaho. We have enjoyed a steady growth in 
population. Our State and local governmental units are in excellent financia 
condition. Nothwithstanding the importance of the forest-products industry 
and the mining industry in the State we recognize that the agricultural industry 
including all phases such as livestock, dairying, and other allied activities is the 
base upon which the major part of our economy rests. With this as a premise 
it is not surprising that our organization is committed to a policy of jealously 
safeguarding the water rights of citizens since water must necessarily be the 
most vital factor in our entire economy. 

We must have complete assurance that the future availability of water is 
guaranteed. A substantial part of the value of several million acres of Idaho 
farm land is contingent upon the continuity of an adequate water supply. Any 
threat which even suggests the possibility of an interruption iu this water 
supply serves as a cloud upon the intrinsic value of this land. 

Similarly, our industries, our urban life and in the case of 99 percent of 
our farms our rural life is dependent upon availability of electric power, vir- 
tually every kilowatt of which is produced by hydroelectric generating plants 

The statement of policy which is attached represents an attitude which has 
developed down through the years and is new only to the extent that it is 
related to the particular bill now pending before your committee. It represents 
no change in the thinking of the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce. 

We are convinced that the industrial development of Idaho, and in this we 
include agriculture as one of our leading industries as I have heretofore pointed 
out, will continue along sound lines as it has in the past. For example, there 
are definite indications that the phosphate industry now well established in 





this 
the 
? of 

My 
er & 


g to 
ition 
Ups, 
»gis- 


hich 


cing 


ghts 


n in 
land 
ams 
1 of 
‘lop 
sion 
» in 
Mia 
istry 
stry 
the 
nise 
usly 
the 


r is 
laho 
Any 
ater 


t of 
vir- 
ints. 
has 
it is 
ents 


; we 
nted 
here 
d in 


HELLS CANYON DAM 609 


southeastern Idaho will continue to expand. Two large chemical companies, 
the Westvaco Chemical Division of the Food Machinery & Chemical Corp., and 
the Monsanto Chemical Co. have demonstrated their faith in the opportunities 
in Idaho by investing many millions of dollars in plants to extract elemental 
phosphorus using the electric furnace process. In each case electricity is being 
furnished by the investor-owned utilities serving the area, the Utah Power 
& Light Co. in the case of the Monsanto Chemical Co., and the Idaho Power 
Co. in the case of the Westvaco Chemical Co. 

The mining industry which began in 1860 is at its highest peak in history 
and new discoveries are being made each year. In addition to the traditional 
metals, zine, lead, gold, and silver, the State is producing the more glamorous 
minerals recently in great demand, namely, the fissionable materials going to 
the Atomic Energy Commission as well as cobalt, antimony, tungsten, and 
many others. 

The forest products industries of the State now operating on a sustained 
yield basis, to a yery large extent are following a policy of high utilization, 
the most recent phase of which has been the installation of a pulp and paper 
mill at Lewiston. 

We have gone forward under a continuing program of conservative State 
and local government with sound private financing which has demonstrated 
the stability of our economy. We ask the privilege of continuing to enjoy 
this type of government and economic conditions under which investment capital 
will continue-to.he attracted to the State. 

It is because we believe that some of the basic concepts on which H. R. 5748 
rests are in sharp conflict with the philosophies which have contributed to 
our steady growth in Idaho that we urge your committee to withhold endorse- 
ment of this measure. 

We are at present engaged in a joint undertaking with the neighboring 
States surrounding Idaho to develop one or more compacts under which the 
long-range utilization of the water resources of the Columbia River watershed 
can economically, efficiently, and effectively be worked out. We feel that passage 
of H. R. 5748 would seriously impair the conscientious efforts of the State 
governments to bring about such a sound interstate compact. 

We are particularly disturbed with the proposal embodied in H. R. 5743 which 
seeks to force the State of Idaho into a proprietary activity in connection with 
the distribution of electric energy which would be produced if the proposed 
Hells Canyon dam were constructed. Even if we were to admit that the un- 
realistic limitations and requirements embodied in the bill could actually be 
worked out we still do not believe that the people of the State Idaho have 
any desire to put the State into the public utility business. We believe further, 
that any analysis of the limitations as set forth in the bill would promptly 
demonstrate how impossible of accomplishment they are. 

A substantial part of the tax base of State and government is represented 
by the assessed valuation of investor-owned power companies operating within 
the State. It is obvious that if this base is to be destroyed by the substitution 
of Government owned and operated public utilities some other source must be 
found to provide the funds for the operation of State and local government. 
It is unfair to tax the citizens of Idaho to replace the revenues which would 
be destroyed by the confiscation of existing assessable property. 

This statement of policy represents the considered judgment of the Idaho State 
Chamber of Commerce in opposition to H. R. 5743. 

Ipano STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
J. E. CusnMan, President. 


ee 


PORTLAND, OrFG., March 21, 1952. 

Memorandum for Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

Qualifications: IT am senior partner of the firm of Stevens & Thompson En- 
gineers (successors to Stevens & Koon), National Building, Portland, Oreg. 
Our practice is general but leaning heavily to hydroelectric power and other 
hydraulic developments. We have designed and/or supervised construction of 
hydroelectric plants for municipalities, public utility districts, the Federal 
Government, and private corporations. I have served as consulting engineer 
to the Bureau of Reclamation, United States Engineer Corps, State and private 
agencies. Tam a graduate of the civil engineering courses of the University 
of Nebraska, 1905. T have a degree (honorary). doctor of engineering, from Uni- 
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versity of Nebraska, 1947, and a similar one from Oregon State College, 13s 

I spent 8 years, 1902-10, with the Reclamation Service, and the Water [te- 
sources Branch of the United States Geological Survey, and have been in privat; 
practice since 1910 in Portland, Oreg., except for 2144 years in Spain on hydry 
electric developments. 

Hells Canyon study: I was employed by the Idaho Power Co. early this spring 
to make a study and report on the Hells Canyon project for which H. R. 5743 
now seeks authorization from Congress. 

As a result of my studies I am convinced that this project is economica 
unsound, and am prepared to show: 

1. When the costs set up by the Bureau are corrected to reflect the increase 
in the index of construction costs the Bureau's estimate of $433,660,000 becomes 
inordinately high. 

2. The Bureau's latest estimate of January 1951, viz $356,810,000, omits 
transmission lines estimated in 1948 by the Bureau at $120,000,000, With this 
item included the cost becomes $476,810,000 as of January 1951.) There jas 
been an increase in construction costs of 18 percent between the 1948 and 155) 
estimates, and costs continue to increase. This increase is not reflected 
either of these estimates. Before the project can be completed the most « 
servative estimate of cost will be at least 25 percent higher than the Bureau's 
latest estimate, making a probable cost of at least $596,000,000. Of this sum 
$550,000,000 probabuy represents the reimbursable items. This cost then be 
comes $688 per installed kilowatt of capacity, an amount that is beyond all 
justification. 

3. The nonreimbursable benefits of flood control and navigation, involve a 
deduction of $42,424,000 from the cost of power facilities that are in continuous 
use for power production. There is no expenditure whatsoever on the project 
for either of these benefits. They are purely incidental to operation of the 
project for power and the proposed deductions are entirely without justification. 

4. The Bureau has credited Hells Canyon project with nominal prime capa- 
bility of 1,124,000 kilowatts based on a 6-month so-called critical period in 

‘1986-37. The most critical 6-month period was in 1931-82 which should have 
been used and for which the prime capability, by the Government's own figures, 
would have been only 838,000 kilowatts. 

5. With such a reduction in capability and unescapable increases in con- 
struction costs the project is no longer economically justified. 

I will appreciate the opportunity to further expand this thesis before the 
subcommittee. 

J. C. STEVENS. 


Mr. Enate. I want to ask a question or two. 

You have made several arguments and can I summarize them 
this way ? 

To begin with, you stated the mathematics of the Hells Canyon 
proposal is out of line so far as the kilowatt cost is concerned 

Mr. Houston. That is right. 

Mr. Enawe. No. 2, you state that Hells Canyon has a decreasing 
power production, when the area moves into a higher development. 

Would you say that that goes far enough to affect the economics of 
the project, and make it unfeasible, rather than an economically 
feasible project, if it ever was in your opinion ? 

Mr. Houston. When you reach the D level the value of Hells 
Canyon over the five low-head run-of-river plants in 158,000 kilowatts. 
If you assign the difference between five Hells Canyon run-of-river 
plants and the high-head dam to that increment of 158,000 kilowatts, it 
is something in excess of $50 a kilowatt-year. 

When you reach that level and we begin to bring in steam on base, 
we have on hand the Shufleton steam plant on the Northwest power 
pool, Lincoln and station L in Portland. They are only able to 
produce about 350 kilowatt-hours per barrei of oil, and a new station 
like station P in California or some of your modern ones of Potomac- 

“dison here produce 530. You can’t run that junk on base load. 
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They are fully depreciated and hence you have only operation, main- 
tenance and fuel. Since this 158,000 kilowatts is only 42 months out 
of 20 years, it is at a 171 plant factor. As we call it, running 171% 
percent of the time, you can do that with junk steam for $11 a kilowatt- 
year as compared with better than $50 on the basis of Hells Canyon 
high dam that I explained. 

Mr. Eneie. In other words, you think the decreasing power produc- 
tion of Hells Canyon, as these developments move along, seriously 
affect the economics of the project ? 

Mr. Houston. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Buper. Will the chairman yield to me for an observation ¢ 

Mr. Enexe. Let me continue because I want to get this summary 
toget her. 

Your No. 3 point is that this plan does not use, does not utilize 
the heavy water loads of the stream system; namely, that the water 
load coming down the Snake above its 

Mr. Houston. Coming down the Clearwater and the Salmon? 

Mr. Enate. I will repeat that. 

The third point you make is that the Hells Canyon does not utilize 
the heavy water loads or the heavy flows of the system because Hells 
Canyon is above the confluence of the Salmon River and the Clearwater, 
with the Snake River? 

Mr. Houston. That is right. 

Mr. Eneie. And for that reason Hells Canyon is not as economic 
as some other unit built which would utilize the heavy water flows 
which your chart has shown? 

Mr. Houston. That is right, sir. 


Mr. Ener. And to take an affirmative py ng to that you recom- 


mend that Kooskia, on Clearwater, plus the five low-head plants at 
Hells Canyon as a more economic combination for the development 
of that water resource than Hells Canyon and the four lower plants 
on the Snake River? 

Mr. Houston. What I gave you the comparison on was the five 
run-of-river plants in the Hells Canyon stretch, with Kooksia. Those 
are the ones I gave you the figures on, but Kooksia, with 5 million 
acre-feet of storage immediately makes the four lower Snake River 
plants very feasible. 

Mr. Enerx. Do I understand that you took five run-of-the-river 
plants in the Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Houston. Together with Kooskia. 

Mr. Enorte. Together with Kooskia. 

Mr. Hovusron. Total of which can be built for the same cost as the 
high-head dam and power plant at Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Enerr. Then you say that Kooskia, controlling Clearwater and 
adding additional storage, will give incremental value to the lower 
Snake River plants? 

Mr. Houston. That is right. 

Mr. Enote. Is that your position? 

Mr. Hovusron. That is right. You see, I came out with one million 
‘ix as against one million one and part of that was in the lower 
Snake River plants. 

Mr. Enevr. Are those four pointsa fair summary of your statement ? 

Mr. Houston. That is right. 

Mr. Enaur. I may have left out something. 
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Mr. Sartor. Navigation and flood control does not exist. 

Mr. Hovsron. Navigation and flood control and as the Army en. 
gineers said there is no chance—it is written in appendix I of the 
review 308 report—there is no chance for further depletion on the 
Salmon and Clearwater Rivers, because their source is in the rocky 
canyons of the Bitterroot Mountains, while the water coming down the 
main Snake to be used in the high-head Hells Canyon plant, i is subje et 
to depletion in a field of irrigation and what is coming in irrigatio, 
simply amazes me. You know tod: iy we have spray irrigation which 
requires only 90 days from sagebrush to a full-grown crop of peas, and 
I had lunch yesterday with Dr.—- 

Mr. Ener. Let me go back before you go any farther. What you 
are saying that in utilizing Clearwater, then eventually perhaps the 
Salmon, you don’t fix the same problem of water depletion detrimental 
to irrigation that you do on the upper Snake if you build Hells 


Canyon ¢ 

Mr. Hovsron. That is right, and you don’t start a controversy as 
to who is going to have it. 

Mr. Eneur. That is a point, a fifth point. 

Without objection, the Chair wants the comment of the Interior 
experts submitted in writing on these five propositions, in summariza- 
tion of the testimony just given. 

(The information requested follows :) 


REPLY TO THE TESTIMONY OF HOLLAND HowusTon, APRIL 3, 1952 


At the hearing on H. R. 5748, April 3, 1952, befere the Subcommittee on Irriga- 
tion and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House 
of Representatives, Chairman Clair Engle requested that the Department of 
the Interior comment on the five criticisms made against the proposed Hells 
Canyon Dam by witness Holland Houston. 

Mr. Houston’s five criticisms were: 

1. That the power benefits from Hells Canyon have been overstated because 
as Northwest river development progresses from phase C—2 to phase D in the 
programs of the Army engineers, then the power accredited to Hells Canyon 
Dam will decline substantially. 

2. That Hells Canyon will contribute little to flood control. Other rivers must 
be dammed for that purpose. 

3. That the cost of Hells Canyon power has been seriously understated, both 
with respect to generation and to transmission. The true costs are too high for 
the dam to be feasible. 

4. That another dam, Kooskia, on the Clearwater River could be built that 
would give more flood control, and in combination with the five dams proposed 
by the Idaho Power Co., more power than Hells Canyon Dam. 

5. That Kooskia Dam would avoid the controversy over whether water neces 
sary for future irrigation will be available if Hells Canyon is built. 

The Department's reply is summarized as follows: 

1. The amount of power from Hells Canyon Dam has been correctly estimated 
by the Department. Mr. Houston's criticisms are invalid and contrary to ac 
cepted engineering and business practice. 

2. Hells Canyon Dam will contribute significantly to flood control as would 
dams on other rivers. To obtain the maximum feasible flood control, storage at 
all possible dams is necessary, each of which will make some contribution, 
varying in amount. Hells Canyon Dam is an essential component in the present 
over-all program of the Army engineers for flood control. 

3. The cost of Hells Canyon power has not been misrepresented by the Depart- 
ment with respect either to generation or transmission. Mr. Houston’s own 
computations are in error and are not in accord with accepted engineering and 
business practice. 
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4. What contribution Kooskia Dam would make to flood control is beside the 
point. The comparison of power generation from Hells Canyon Dam on the 
one hand and Kooskia combined with the five Idaho Power dams on the other is 
invalid because both Hells Canyon and Kooskia Dams could and should be 
puilt in due course. There would be no mutual conflict, and this combination 
would supply much more power than Kooskia and the five company dams. 
Hence, the only correct comparison is the original one between Hells Canyon 
and the five company dams. 

5. It is true that Kooskia Dam would avoid the controversy over water de- 
pletion present in the case of Hells Canyon Dam, but precisely the same situation 
applies with reference to the five company dams. The Department has shown 
that maximum allowance for feasible upstream depletions for irrigation will 
have only a minor effect on the amount of power which can be produced at 
Hells Canyon. 


POWER BENEFITS FROM HELLS CANYON DAM IN RELATION TO THE PHASE C—2 
AND PHASE D PROGRAMS 


1, 


In 1950 the Corps of Engineers and the Department of the Interior, in a 
joint report to the Congress, recommended early construction of several major 
dams on the Columbia River and its tributaries, which when added to the system 
of dams then existing, under construction, and authorized would control floods 
in the Lower Columbia River to 800,000 second-feet and would provide sufficient 
generating capacity (totaling 10,000,000 kilowatts) to meet the forecasted 
power loads of the Northwest. The Hells Canyon Dam was among that list 
of dams which was designated as the phase C—2 level of power development. 
Those proposed dams were selected after many extensive investigations and 
enginering studies and holding public hearings on many alternate sites. The 
economic feasibility of adding each of those dams to the then authorized 
system was demonstrated beyond a doubt and as a result all but two of them 
were authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1950. The authorization of 
the Glacier View Dam was not recommended because of encroachment on a 
national park, and the amendment to the 1950 River and Harbor Act which 
would have authorized the Hells Canyon Dam as a reclamation project was 
tabled because of a controversy over the method provided in it to furnish 
financial assistance to irrigation from power revenues. If Hells Canyon had 
been recommended for construction by the Corps of Engineers, it, too, might 
well have been authorized in 1950. 

In selecting the projects to be included in the C-2 level of development, two 
rigid criteria had to be met. i. e., they had to be economically feasible and there 
should be no serious objection to their early construction. Hells Canyon met 
hoth criteria at the time it was selected and, except for the opposition by the 
Idaho Power Co., still meets them, mainly because the reservoir area is relatively 
uninhabited, does not contain valuable mineral resources, and is not traversed 
by mainline railroads or cross-country highways; and the dam will not interfere 
seriously with migratory fish runs. Several attractive flood control and power 
projects, which were and still are economically feasible, had to be deferred 
because of serious local and other opposition to their construction on the 
grounds of flooding agricultural land, towns, railroads, highways, or mines, 
or interfering with migratory fish runs. These and several higher cost projects 
investigated at the time were, therefore, relegated to the so-called phase D 
level of development, to which Mr. Houston referred. Generally, the projects 
relegated to the phase D level of development may thus be regarded as present- 
ing problems not capable of present solution and likely to be built, therefore, only 
in the more distant future when solutions of these problems have been found, 
and in other cases when higher costs of power will be justified. 

Neither the Army engineers nor the Department of the Interior can check 
the estimate of 719,500 kilowatts assigned to Hells Canyon Dam at the phase 
1) level as Mr. Houston did in his testimony (p. 592). Assuming, for the mo- 
tent, the correctness of this figure, which we question, his use of it is incor- 
rect and is inconsistent with established engineering and business practice. 
It is not proper to appraise the feasibility of Hells Canyon Dam now by taking 
a figure of 719,500 kilowatts or any other figure on the assumption that this 
would be the amount of prime power Hells Canyon would add to a nebulous 
system of power plants at the phase D level of development. It is not proposed 
that Hells Canyon Dam be built during the phase D level of development when 
different conditions, costs and benefits would exist. Instead, it is proposed for 
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construction now as a part of the phase C—-2 system of power plants. The Dejart 
ment of the Interior can demonstrate conclusively by system production studies 
that the addition of Hells Canyon Dam and power plant to the presently author 
ized system of power plants will increase the prime power capability of 
system by 1,124,000 kilowatts—a figure which Mr. Houston accepted. The (C.) 
gress should appraise the feasibility of constructing Hells Canyon Dam on the 
basis of this figure. 

All of the major dams on the Columbia River thus far authorized by Congress 
and built or under construction have had their economic feasibility determin, 
by the existing and expected conditions surrounding each at the time of 
authorization. The amount of prime power that each of those dams would : 
to the then existing and authorized power system—not some future ereiatiae I 
ized system—was a major factor in determining its economic feasibility. ed 
proposed in the future, including those of the so-called phase D, will have thei ir 
feasibility determined on the basis of the contribution which they can make 
the then authorized system. As such a program continues, existing and alread) 
authorized dams must be taken as a fact with the additional costs and additional 
benefits resulting from a proposed dam computed on that basis. This is accepted 
engineering and business practice. 

When the power and flood control needs of the Northwest have increased to th 
point where it is necessary to expand the system of dams to the phase D level, a 
complete restudy of that group of dams will be required to determine their rela 
tive feasibility under those future economic conditions. By that time, storace 
developments in Canada may vitally alter the size, selection and economics of 
the projects in phase D. The economics of Hells Canyon will have already been 
determined then and, if the power contribution of Hells Canyon were to he 
reduced by the addition of phase D dams as Mr. Houston implies, although we 
do not agree that it will be, those dams will be justified only if the total benefits 
they add, less the reduction in power attributable to Hells Canyon, would cover 
their costs better than any other available alternative. 

It must be noted, however, that the Army engineers have made some studies 
of Hells Canyon Dam in relation to certain projects of phase D in this section 
of the Snake River. They have also studied the dams proposed by the Idaho 
Power Co. It was concluded, according to testimony of Mr. Gordon Fernald of 
the Corps of Engineers, before this committee on March 31, 1952, that Hells 
Canyon Dam is an essential part of the two best plans, i. e., Nez Perce Dam with 
Hells Canyon Dam and Mountain Sheep Dam with Hells Canyon Dam. The 
Idaho Power Co.’s proposed run-of-river dams are in the least attractive plan 
Furthermore, a decision to allow the Idaho Power Co. to construct its proposed 
five low dams would deprive the region and the country for many years of some 
600,000 additional kilowatts that could be obtained from construction of Hells 
Canyon Dam. Such a loss would be the equivalent to throwing away one Bonne 
vile Dam. With the scarcity of available sites where such a large block of power 
can be developed, the American people cannot afford such a loss. 


2. HELLS CANYON AND FLOOD CONTROL 


Mr. Houston points out that other rivers—the Salmon and the Clearwater- 
have larger flows of water than at Hells Canyon and argues that Hells Cc anyon 
therefore will make no significant contribution to flood control (p. 598). T 
conclusion does not at all follow. 

It is true that other rivers may have larger flows and should also be regulated 
for flood control to the extent economically justified. But dealing with Hells 
Canyon, the Army engineers point out that, of 27,000,000 acre-feet necessary for 
reasonable control of Columbia River floods, the 3,880,000 acre-feet of storage at 
Hells Canyon will provide complete control of the Snake River for flood-contro! 
purposes at that point. The annual flood-control value of the 3,880,000 acre-feet 
of storage at Hells Canyon is computed by the Army engineers at $1,459,800 ont 
of a total of $16,191,800 creditable to the entire control plan. The capitalized 
value of flood control assigned to Hells Canyon as computed by the Army engi 
neers is $37,561,000. As of April 18, 1952, the Army engineers have advised the 
Bonneville Power Administration that they find no reason to alter their findin:e 
that Hells os project will “result in material progeee oe benefits to the 
lower river areas.” (See letter attached from Col. BE. C. Itschner, division eng 
neer, to Dr. Paul J. Raver, Bonneville Power haentaineator. ) 

Mr. Houston asserted that the Snake River already is under substantial 
storage control, stating that the storage is “over 76 percent of the mean annua! 
runoff * * *” (see p. 589). Mr. Houston’s statement is misleading becans 
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he argued that flood contro! already is substantially provided for by this storage 
on the Snake. This is not true because the storage he referred to is primarily 
for irrigation purposes, and the studies of the Army engineers show that Hells 
Canyon will contribute to flood control in the amounts already referred to even 


after the maximum practicable flood control is provided at the headwater 
reservoirs. After making full allowance for upstream storage of the 1894 flood, 
in all existing and authorized storage projects, they found that there would 
still be 2,600,000 acre-feet passing through Hells Canyon while the flow on the 
Columbia at The Dalles was above 800,000 cubic feet per second. This volume 
can and must be stored in Hells Canyon Reservoir. 

Mr. Houston also asserted (see p. 598) that the flood of 1894 would not be 
repeated. This flood had a maximum flow of about 1,240,000 cubic second-feet 
at The Dalles, Oreg., and an estimated flow of 130,000 cubic feet per second 
from the Snake River at Oxbow. The Army engineers and the Bureau of Ree- 
iumation both believe that the 1894 tlood can be exceeded, as evidenced by the 
spillway capacity provided for in the design of Hells Canyon Dam and at other 
dams Nocated along this general reach of the Snake River. The fact that a 
flow estimated at over 90,000 cubic feet per second occurred this spring at Oxbow 
should also give pause to any assertions that such flows cannot reoccur. In 
view of the fact that the recent flood on the Missouri River exceeds all previously 
measured floods, it is evident that the prudence of the Army engineers is wise, 
and that Mr. Houston's assertion is not a safe guide for congressional policy. 


3. THE COSTS OF HELLS CANYON POWER 


Three statements by Mr. Houston bear particularly upon costs: 

(a) He objected to the Department’s figure of $15.49 per kilowatt-year of 
prime power credited to Hells Canyon Dam and said it should be $31 on one 
basis of computation and $35.20 on another basis (pp. 599, 600, and 603). 

(b) He asserted that the incremental cost of Hells Canyon power, as compared 
to the cost of power from the five dams proposed by the Idaho Power Co., would 
be the uneconomical figure of $55.50 per kilowatt-year (p. 5S7). 

(c) He also criticized the Department's estimate of transmission costs of 1 mill 
per kilowatt-hour of Hells Canyon power by asserting that while this may 
be true at high-load factors, if the load factor dropped to 50 percent the cost 
would he 2 mills per kilowatt-hour (p. 605). 

Every one of these assertions by Mr. Houston is incorrect or misleading and is 
based on assumptions or procedures that depart widely from accepted practices 
in engineering and business. 

(A ) Which figure, $15.49 or $31 and $35.20 per kilowatt-year? 

The Department computed the annual generation cost per kilowatt-year of 
Hells Canyon power by the commonly used method of totaling all of the costs 
charged to generate the power attributed to Hells Canyon Dam and dividing 
that total by the amount of power. 

The amount of power is 1,124,000 prime kilowatts, consisting of 688,000 
credited to the Hells Canyon plant and 436,000 kilowatts credited to down- 
stream power plants and system operations benefiting from water released at 
Hells Canyon Dam and from integration. The cost of generating this amount 
of system power consists of (1) the costs of Hells Canyon Dam charged to 
power and (2) the costs of adding power facilities to other dams to utilize the 
storage releases and maintain adequate system peaking to utilize the increased 
prime-power production. These costs, on an annual basis, when divided by 
1,124,000 kilowatts, give the figure of $15.49, and recomputed on a more recent 
price level to $15.62, in the statement filed with the committee by Earl D. 
Ostrander, Controller, Bonneville Power Administration. 

Mr. Houston’s procedure is quite different and contains several basic errors. 
He overstates the investment cost and understates the amount of power, a 
compounding of errors resulting in a grossivy excessive estimate of cost per 
kilowatt. Instead of dealing with only the system to which Hells Canyon is 
to be added, he considers additional plants not now considered for ¢ ‘arly authori- 
zation and arrives at a figure for increased production amounting to 969,000 
kilowatts. The derivation of this figure is not clearly explained, but inasmue h 
ws he sets it forth in parallel with the 1,124,000-kilowatt figure (see p. 592) 
Wwe assume that it includes as assigned figure for at-site production at Hells 
Canyon and an increment of power due to Hells Canyon storage utilized at 
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the four lower Snake River dams and at other downstream plants. The costs 
that he compared with this figure were the entire costs estimated for Hells 
Canyon Dam, $356 million plus his figure of $30 million for interest during 
construction plus an estimated $390 million for the entire costs of the four 
lower Snake dams. These total costs were used notwithstanding the fact that 
they include component parts that are to be constructed for and, therefore. 
should be chargeable specifically to navigation, flood control, and recreation, 
including navigation locks at the lower Snake River dams. On the other 
hand, he understated substantially the amount of power produced at the lower 
Snake River dams because he included in his figure only the increment of 
prime power added at the lower Snake River plants by the use of Hells Canyon 
storage, but Omitted the more than 500,000 kilowatts of prime power which 
could be produced at those plants as run-of-the-river plants without Hells Can- 
yon storage. Such compounding of errors completely discredits and makes 
meaningless his figure of $35.20. The correct approach is given in Mr. Ostrander’s 
statement. 

(B) Is the incremental cost of Hells Canyon power $55.50 per kilowatt-year? 

Mr. Houston made equally basic errors in arriving at an estimate of the cost 
of $55.50 per kilowatt-year for the incremental amount of power attributed by 
him to Hells Canyon Dam over the amount from the five dams proposed by 
the Idaho Power Co. 

He asserted that the cost of the five dams is estimated by the Idaho Power 
Co. at $133,874,000 and the cost of Hells Canyon at $386,000,000. At phase D 
level, he states that Hells Canyon will contribute to the system 715,500 con- 
tinuous kilowatts (p. 592). He concludes that the 715,500 kilowatts is 158,500 
more kilowatts than the contribution by the five private dams, and that the 
cost of this increment is the extra cost of Hells Canyon above the five dams, 
or $252,000,000. He adjusts this figure down to $200,000,000, resulting in a 
cost of $55.50 per kilowatt-vear. This figure, he says, is excessive (as indeed 
it would be if it were correct), far above the cost of “junk” steam power. 

The following observations are sufficient to disclose the lack of merit in Mr. 
Houston’s testimony: 

(1) The Bonneville Power Administration has checked with the Army engi- 
neers, and neither is able to verify Mr. Houston's figure of 715,500 kilowatts 
assigned to Hells Canyon under the phase D program. The derivation of this 
figure is not known. 

(2) The cost estimate of $133,874,000 given by Mr. Houston (p. 587) for the 
five Idaho Power Co. dams is substantially lower than the total of $166,100,000 
stated by the company in its application to the Federal Power Commission on 
December 15, 1950, for a license to build Oxbow Dam. Whichever figure is 
used, it cannot be properly applied to the prime capability of the five dams on 
an integrated basis because additional costs would be incurred at other plants 
in order to obtain the greater capability of the five plants based on integration. 
Such costs are not included in Mr. Houston's figures. 

(3) Mr. Houston has made a further error in assuming an annual cost for 
the Idaho Power Co. dams of only 4.4 percent of the investment. The Govern- 
ment can develop power at a cost around this level because it pays about 2'% 
percent for money. But the Idaho Power Co. is allowed to make a return on 
its investment, and does obtain a rate of return of at least 6 percent. Correct- 
ing for this factor alone, the annual cost on the company’s investment becomes 
at least 7.9 percent, exclusive of all taxes. 

(4) It is evident from the errors made by Mr. Houston that the estimated 
cost of the incremental power of the Hells Canyon development over that of 
the Idaho Power Co. dams, based on his unverified assumptions related to the 
phase D level of development, is greatly exaggerated at $55.50 per kilowatt-year. 
Without attempting to determine the actual cost of this incremena! power but 
to indicate the cost that Mr. Houston would have arrived at if he had made 
the computations correctly, we would arrive at $25.99 per kilowatt-year. The 
following discussion illustrates the correct procedure he should have followed 
in caleulating the cost of incremental power. Since we have already pointed 
out that the 715,500 kilowatts attributed to Hells Canyon is a figure we cannot 
substantiate, the actual figures used below have no significance other than to 
illustrate the answers that Mr. Houston should have obtained. The cost of 
incremental power is properly determined from the difference in annual costs 


2 The transcript shows a figure of 615,500, which we assume to be a typographical error 
for 715.500 which appears at that point in the mimeographed copy of Mr. Houston's 
prepared statement. 
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petween that for the high-head dam at Hells Canyon and that for the five low- 
head dams of the company. On the basis of an investment in the company’s 
plants of not less than $133,874,000 used by Mr. Houston and an annual cost of 
7.9 percent, the annual cost of power produced by the five low-head dams woula 
be $10,576,000. The annual cost of power from the high-head Hells Canyon Dam 
would be $14,696,000 on the basis of an investment of $334,000,000 and an annual 
cost of 4.4 percent on the investment. In both cases, only at-site Costs are con- 
sidered. The difference in annual costs of the two systems being compared is 
$4,120,000 and represents the annual cost of the difference in power output be- 
tween the two plans, which Mr. Houston alleges to be 158,500 kilowatts. Thus 
it can properly be concluded that Mr. Houston’s answer should have been $25.99 
per kilowatt-year. t+ 

The proper determination of the incremental cost would be derived in a simi- 
lar manner using the following figures. The prime power added to the system 
py Hells Canyon has been determined to be 1,124,000 kilowatts. The prime 
power added to the Idaho Power Co. system by the five run-of-river plants 
would only amount to about 390,000 kilowatts unless firmed up by purchase of 
steam-electric or hydro power from other systems where storage is available. 
Therefore, the incremental power from Hells Canyon in excess of the five plants 
would be not 158,500 but 734,000 kilowatts. The annual cost of the 1,124,000 
kilowatts has been shown to be $17,552,000, which incidentally is slightly more 
than the 4.4 percent of investment derived by Mr. Houston. This includes 
$3,222,000 for the annual cost of additional downstream generating facilities. 
This annual cost is $6,976,000 more than the annual cost of the five run-of-river 
plants and would amount to $9.50 per kilowatt for the 734,000-kilowatt increment, 

(5) Mr. Houston’s analysis has been fundamentally wrong in assigning to 
Hells Canyon a smaller assumed power benefit related to the same D level of 
Columbia River development. The previous discussion has shown that the 
economic justification of the project today rests substantially upon the power 
contribution to the authorized C-2 system, which would be 1,124,000 prime 
kilowatts. It should not be overlooked, also, that the Army engineers have 
testified that even in phase D plans including Hells Canyon Dam are preferable 
to other alternatives. 

(6) Will transmission costs be 1 mill or 2 mills per kilowatt-hour? 

Mr. Houston criticized the 1-mill cost estimate of Interior to deliver high-load 
factor power to the phosphate fields of southeastern Idaho by asserting that if 
the load factor drops to 50 percent the transmission cost rises to 2 mills. Testi- 
mony before the committee by the representatives of the Pacific Supply Coopera- 
tive and the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. has supported the position of the 
Department that a substantial high-load factor business will develop to produce 
phosphorus for fertilizer. On that basis, it will be a fact that such a load factor 
of 90 percent or better will be served at an approximate cost of 1 mill per kilowatt- 
hour. If however, another load were also served at a load factor of 50 percent, 
that load would pay a higher average price per kilowatt-hour. This would 
follow from the manner in which the Federal power rates are fixed, since they 
are based on a kilowatt-year charge. Hence the sale of low-load-factor power 
would produce higher revenues per kilowatt-hour, which would more than offset 
additional transmission costs per kilowatt-hour. It is pointless to assert that a 
low-load factor will involve a higher transmission cost than a high-load factor, 
and to imply that the transmission of power will therefore be uneconomic, 


4. KOOSKIA DAM 


Mr. Houston urged the construction of Kooskia Dam on the Clearwater River 
instead of Hells Canyon Dam. He argued that Kooskia would give greater flood 
control than Hells Canyon, and provide more power in combination with the Idaho 
Power Co.’s five dams than would Hells Canyon. 

This tactic can only be assumed to be diversionary since Kooskia is not an 
alternate for Hells Canyon but is a worthy project which should be considered 
in addition to Hells Canyon. Howeyer, until such time as the local opposition 
expressed in the Army hearing because of the flooding of three towns, a part of 
an Indian reservation, railroad, and highway in the reservoir area is satisfied, 
the construction of the Kooskia Dam cannot be undertaken. 

The Corps of Engineers has studied these projects in considerable detail and 
have concluded that they would be about equally effective in providing flood 
‘ontrol in major floods such as occurred in 1894. Their more important con- 
clusion was that, in the ultimate control of floods, both projects should eventually 
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be developed. The Corps of Engineers point of view in this regard is set forth 
in Colonel Itschner’s letter of April 18, 1952, a copy of which is attached. 

The argument that Kooskia combined with the five Idaho Power Co. dams 
would produce more power than Hells Canyon is completely beside the point and 
without merit. Furthermore, Mr. Houston’s claims as to the amount of power 
that would be produced are grossly exaggerated and could not be checked. It 
should be readily apparent that what he should have compared was development 
of the same reaches of the two rivers in each case; namely, Kooskia plus the 
five run-of-river plants with Kooskia plus Hells Canyon. He would find in 
such a comparison that the latter combination would add well over 400,000 
kilowatts more prime power to the system than the former. 


5. KOOSKIA DAM AVOIDS THE QUESTION OF WATER RIGHTS INVOLVED IN HELLS 
CANYON DAM 


Mr. Houston suggested, in proposing his combination of Kooskia and the Idaho 
Power Co. plants, that this would not be subject to the effect of upstream irriga- 
tion depletions as would Hells Canyon. It is true that Kooskia would not 
involve the question of water rights for irrigation, since there is little possibility 
for such development in that basin. The Department's position is that there is 
no conflict whatever between water rights and Hells Canyon Dam. Full allow- 
ance is made for priority of use of the water for irrigation purposes. On the 
other hand, Mr. Houston failed to state that the five run-of-the-river plants would 
be subject to the same water-right problem and stream-flow depletion as would 
Hells Canyon. It is plain nonsense to say that Hells Canyon should not be built 
because of possible conflict with water rights, but that the Idaho Power Co. plants 
could be built without similar effects. The interrelationship of power and 
irrigation rights must be resolved and the stream-flow depletion from upstream 
irrigation must be accepted in computing the economics of power production in 
either case. The final decision that should be made, therefore, is to adopt the 
plan for development of this section of the Snake River which will make the 
maximum use of the water resources for the benefit of the region and for the 
country as a whole. 


Cores OF ENGINEERS, UNITED STATES ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DIVISION ENGINEER, 
NortH PaciFic Division, 
Portland, Oreg., April 18, 1952. 

Dr. Pavut J. RAVER, 

Administrator, Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oreg. 

Dear Dr. Raver: In reply to your letter of April 11, 1952, I am pleased to 
furnish the following comments in reply to statements of Mr. Holland Houston 
before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the House Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs during the Hells Canyon hearings. 

The statements of Mr. Gordon H. Fernald of this office, representing the Corps 
of Engineers, as to the flood-control and navigation benefits assigned to the Hells 
Canyon project by the Corps of Engineers, are already included in the record of 
the above hearing. Supplementing these studies, I refer to the extended details 
contained in our Review Report on the Columbia River and Tributaries which 
is now being printed as House Document No. 531, Kighty-first Congress, second 
session. In summary of this material, the Hells Canyon project was recom- 
mended for immediate construction as a part of the main control plan, which 
was conceived, analyzed in the report, and subsequently recommended for thie 
purpose of controlling floods in the Columbia River Basin, particularly along 
the highly developed lower Columbia River. Of the 27,000,000 acre-feet of storax 
found necessary to provide reasonable control of the Columbia River floods, Hells 
Canyon would provide 3,280,000 acre-feet of usable storage as conceived by the 
Corps of Engineers, or 3,880,000 acre-feet as now recommended for authorization 
by the Bureau of Reclamation. The use of this, storage as a part of the main 
control plan will provide complete control of the Snake River discharges at that 
point. The resulting capture of the total volume of fiood flows from the upper 
Snake River at Helis Canyon, for later release in the interest of power, naviga 
tion, and other beneficial uses, will be of material benefit to the lower river areas 
and, as an integral part of the main control plan, is entitled to a share of the over 
all flood-control benefits accruing therefrom. Of the total average annual flood 
control benefits of $16,191,800 creditable to the main control plan, Hells Canyon 
has been allocated $1,459,800. Such was the conclusion of our review report 
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studies, and I find no reason to modify that tinding at this time. In short, con- 
<rruction and operation of the Hells Canyon project as planned will result in 
material flood-control benefits to the lower river areas. 

Navigation benefits were similarly analyzed in connection with our Columbia 
River Review Report and support for the total $189,000 annual navigation bene- 
fits was placed in the record of the hearing by Mr. Fernald. Although the amount 
of navigation that will develop in the future on the Hells Canyon pool is a matter 
of conjecture at this time, I have every reason to believe that a traffic of con- 
siderable magnitude will be developed thereon. Release of water stored in the 
Hells Canyon Reservoir to augment natural stream flows will undoubtedly be 
beneficial to downstream navigation, as it will to pollution control and other 
purposes affected by natural low-water tlows. These benefits to navigation, total- 
ing an estimated $91,000 annually, are also believed reasonable and realistic. 

This office has -not definitely established that 5,000,000 acre-feet of usable 
storage could be feasibly and economically developed at the Kooskia site on 
Clearwater River, as suggested by Mr. Houston as a substitute for Hells Canyon. 


‘In connection with the studies for House Document 531, Eighty-first Congress, no 


development at this site was considered that would provide 5,000,000 acre-feet of 
usable storage. Since this project was considered in that report only as an alter- 
nate to the Glacier View project in the main control plan, it did not receive as 
thorough an analysis as did other projects which were recommended for early 
construction. Because of the strong opposition to it by local interests in 1948, the 
project was generally accepted as one for later development in the long-range 
plan. The project reported on in House Document 531 would provide usable stor- 
age of 3,100,000 acre-feet based on a reservoir draw-down of 35 percent out of a 
total capacity of 4,600,000 acre-feet. Although this office has not analyzed 
in detail a project with more usable storage than 3,100,000 acre-feet at Kooskia, 
there does remain a strong possibility that as much as 5,000,000 acre-feet of 
usable storage will prove feasible. 

The possibility of substituting Kooskia for Hells Canyon in the Army main 
control plan can be answered categorically as follows. Since Hells Canyon is 
located on Snake River and Kooskia is located on Clearwater River, Kooskia 
could not be considered as a full substitute for Hells Canyon. It might be con- 
sidered as an alternate for Hells Canyon in order to meet certain of the down- 
stream flood-control aims of the main control’plan but it would not have the 
same reregulating effect that Hells Canyon would have on Snake River flows. 

Flood-control benefits from regulation by Hells Canyon Reservoir during the 
ISM flood, with Hells Canyon considered to be part of the main control plan, 
would be approximately the same as the benefits that could be attained with 
regulation by an alternate at Kooskia. The volume that would be stored in either 
reservoir is shown in the tabulation below, together with the reduction in peak 
discharge at the dam site. Benefits from regulation of the 1948 flood would 
be larger from the Kooskia project, but the main control plan with either project 
would provide for control of that flood to T0O,000 cubie feet per second at The 
Dalles. With Kooskia as an alternate to Hells Canyon, no storage would be 
necessary in John Day Reservoir for this degree of control of the 1948 flood. 
The volumes stored and peak reduction for that flood are also shown below 
under main-control-plan operation, 


Volume 
stored dur- 
ing flood 
period at 
The Dalles 
(acre-feet) 


Observed | Modified | Regulated 
inflow inflow | outflow 
(cubie (cubic | (cubic 
feet per feet per feet per 
second) second second) 


Reduction 
(cubic 
feet per 
second) 


Reservoir 








1894 flood: | | 
Hells Canyon .| 130, 000 59, 0 | 59, 000 
Kooskia 93, 000 q 93, 000 
1948 flood 
Hells Canyon -| 55, 100 36, 000 
Kooskia : 99, 000 9, 5, 000 | 94, 000 
! 





Although Kooskia would capture a slightly larger volume of flood flows, it 
does not have the reregulating possibilities of Hells Canyon, hence the amount 
of flood-control benefits creditable to Kooskia would be of about the same magni- 
tude as those creditable to Hells Canyon. 
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Navigation benefits from a project at Hells Canyon would amount to $189,000 
annually, while from a project at Kooskia they would amount to about $16,000 
Navigation benefits on Hells Canyon pool and in the reach between Hells 
Canyon and Lewiston would not have similar counterparts in the Kooskia 
project. 

I hope that the above information will serve your needs. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. C. ITSCHNER, 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, 
Division Engineer 


Mr. Bow. Mr. Chairman, several days ago—— 
Mr. Ener. I want to apologize if I overlooked you. I didn't 


intend to. 

Mr. Bow. Under a unanimous-consent agreement, I was permitted 
to submit interrogatories to the Secretary of Interior on this project. 
I have today mailed those to the Secretary and I would like at this 
point in the record to insert the interrogatories. 

Mr. Eneie. Without objection, it will be permitted. 

(The information is as follows :) 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., April 3, 1982. 
Re H. R. 5748, Hells Canyon project. 
Hon. Oscar CHAPMAN, 
Secretary, Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: In pursuance to a unanimous-consent agreement of 
the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Comuinittee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, I am submitting to you herewith interrogatories relating to 
the Hells Canyon project, H. R. 5748. A copy of these interrogatories has been 
made a part of the record and hearings of the subcommittee and upon the receipt 
of your answers to the interrogatories, the answers will become a part of the 
record and hearings of the said subcommittee. I submit the following and request 
that they be fully and completely answered. 

1. It is assumed that the investment proposed to be made out of Federal funds 
in order to realize the claimed benefits from the Hells Canyon project would 
include at least the costs of— 

(a) The Hells Canyon Dam, Reservoir, power plant, and appurtenant works— 
the cost of which, apparently at April 1951 price levels, has been estimated as 
$356,810,000. (See modifying report, approved by the Secretary of the Interior 
May 11, 1951.) 

(b) The transmission lines proposed to be constructed, by Bonneville Power 
Administration, for marketing the Hells Canyon power—the cost of which at 
January 1948 price levels was estimated as $120,000,000. (See H. Doc. 473, 81st 
Cong., vol. 2; also modifying report.) 

(c) The additions, at other Federal water power plants, which would be 
needed in order to realize the benefits estimated to accrue from the Hells Canyon 
project to the integrated system. 

(d) The additional Federal transmission facilities which would be needed for 
marketing the additional power which, by reason of the Hells Canyon project, 
would be made available at such other Federal hydro developments in the in- 
tegrated system. 

(e) Any other Federal investment needed in order to realize the indirect bene- 
fits from project expenditures, which benefits are set forth as $5,769,000 per year 
in House Document 473, Eighty-first Congress, volume 2, page 192. 

(f) Measures for fish preservation—the cost of which at price levels of August 
1948 or earlier was estimated at not to exceed $5,000,000. (See modifying 
report. ) 

(7) Public recreation facilities—the cost of which at April 1951 price levels 
Was estimated as $1,000,000. (See modifying report. ) 

(h) Interest during construction, on the total of the foregoing. 

If the above-stated assumption is not correct, please explain what part of the 
foregoing is not properly included and why. 

NorE—All of the foregoing is intended to be independent of— 





t of 
rior 
to 
een 
>i pt 
the 
lest 


nds 
uld 


‘Ss— 
| as 


rior 


wer 
at 
‘Ist 


be 
yon 


for 
ect, 


jn- 


ne- 
ear 


ust 
ing 


‘els 


HELLS CANYON DAM 621 


(i) The Scriver Creek power development, as likewise proposed to be author- 
ized under H. R. 5743. ; 

(ii) Any question as to which Federal agency would do the constructing. 
That is, the object is to learn what would be the total Federal investment which 
would result if the Hells Canyon division were authorized per H. R. 5748 and 
if in due course all pertinent collateral authorizations were made and funds 
appropriated. 

» What, if any, items of investment not included in the foregoing would need 
to be met out of Federal funds in order to realize all the benefits claimed for 
the Hells Canyon project ? 

8. What is the estimate of cost at April 1951 price levels for the transmission 
system necessary for marketing the power developed at the site of Hells Canyon 
Dam ? (See item 1—b above.) 

t. What is the estimate of cost at April 1951 price levels of additional power 
installations, at other Federal plants, in order that there could be realized the 
Federal portion of the benefits estimated to accrue from the Hells Canyon project 
to the integrated system? (See item 1-c above; the increase in prime power 
capability at such other plants being estimated as 742,500 kilowatts per modifying 
report.) 

5. What is the estimated cost at April 1951 price levels of such additional 
Federal transmission facilities as would be needed for marketing the additional 
power which, by reason of the Hells Canyon project, would be made available at 
other Federal hydro plants * 

6. What is the estimated total of any other Federal investment which would be 
needed in order to realize the indirect benefits from project expenditures? (See 
item 1 (e) above.) 

7. What is the estimated cost at April 1951 price levels of measures necessary 
in the interest of fish preservation? (See item 1 (f) above, for which appar- 
ently only a preliminary estimate has so far been stated.) 

8. What is the proportionate difference in price levels, generally applicable to 
the Hells Canyon project, as between those of April 1951 and those of March 
1952? 

9. What is the total of Federal investment which would correspondingly result 
if the Scriver Creek power facilities of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home 
division were authorized per H. R. 57487 (For this purpose there should be 
taken into account all of the applicable sub items of item 1 hereof; the answer 
may state that total at either April 1951 or March 1952 price levels.) 

10. What is the estimated annual amount, in terms of April 1951 price levels, 
of the recreational benefits, corresponding with those which, in House Document 
473, Eighty-first Congress, volume 2, page 192, are estimated as $432,000 at 
January 1948 price levels? 

11. What are the presently estimated annual benefits from power at April 
1951 price levels, corresponding with the annual benefits set forth in House Docu- 
ment 473, Eighty-first Congress, volume 2, page 192, as regards: 

(a) Direet power benefits. 

(b) Indirect power benetits. 

In each case please state the supporting details of the revised estimates, 
in terms of capacities, energy, and proposed prices or rates. 

12. What are the estimated annual indirect benefits from project expenditures 
at April 1951 price levels, corresponding with the annual benefits set forth in 
House Document 473, Bighty-first Congress, volume 2, page 192? 

13. In the case of the flood-control benefits, estimated in the modifying report 
at $1,459,800 per year, what part thereof comprises benefits to  inter- 
state commerce? 

(a) What kinds of property are included in the interstate commerce category ? 

Note.—The information in answer to items 13 and 13 (a) may have to be 
obtained by the Department from another Federal agency. 

14. In the modifying report, the allocations of cost to flood control (tenth 
paragraph) and to navigation (eleventh paragraph) appear to be in amounts 
corresponding to the entire claimed benefit from those nonreimbursable functions, 
whereas the cost allocated to power is substantially less than the amount 
corresponding to the entire claimed benefit from power. 

(a) If this interpretation is not correct, please explain why. 

(b) If this interpretation is correct, please explain the logic of the discrepancy. 

15. According to the modifying report, the cost of Hells Canyon division at 
April 1951 prices would be $356,810,000 and at January 1948, prices had been 
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estimated at $313,660,000, in each case exclusive of transmission costs. In the 
view of the Department does that difference of only $43,150,000 adequately reflec; 
the difference in those price levels? 

16. Is it the view of the Department of the Interior that the Federal Govern. 
ment has assumed responsibility for the supply of any needs for power on the 
part of the public in the Columbia River Basin? 

(a) If the Department is of that view, upon what statute or statutes does i; 
base its view? 

17. Further, if the Department is of that view, on what clause or clauses of 
the Constitution does the Department rely for support of the assumption by the 
Federal Government of such responsibility ? 

(a) Under precisely what Supreme Court interpretation of that part or parts 
of the Constitution? 

18. Again, if the Department is of that view, does the view extend to any and 
every other part of the United States? 

(a) What parts, if any, are excepted? 

19. Upon what basis in statute law and the Constitution does the Department 
rest its view that the Federal Government is authorized to develop power solely 
for purposes other than consumption directly by the Federal Government in the 
performance of some constitutional function? 

20. In order that the development of hydroelectric power by the Federal Gov- 
ernment as part of a multi-purpose project shall be lawful under the Constitution, 
does it suffice that such development of power merely be in connection with or as 
part of a project which comprises navigation or flood control elements authorized 
under the Constitution, even though, by reason of the development of power, the 
dam and reservoir of the multi-purpose development are materially larger and 
more costly than would be the case except for such power development? 

(a) If the Department is of an affirmative view, upon what statutery and 
constitutional bases does it rest that view? 

(b) Does the Department disagree with the statement of the United States 
Supreme Court in the case of Ashwander v. TVA (297 U. S. 288), to the effect 
that, in order that hydroelectric power at a dam constructed for a different (and 
concededly constitutional) purpose may lawfully be developed by the Federa! 
Government, the power potentiality in point must result as an inevitable incident 
to the existence of a dam which has been constructed solely for that different 
and concededly constitutional purpose? K so, on what basis does it so disagree? 

21. In the Hells Canyon project, what pfysical structure or structures are there 
included which have been designed and would be constructed in order to obtain 
the claimed benefits in respect of : 

(a) Navigation? 

(b) Flood control? 

22. Assuming that the structures, if any, which are proposed to be included 
in the project in order to obtain the estimated benefits in respect of navigation 
and flood control were omitted from the project, then to what extent, if any, 
would the estimated annual power benefits be reduced? 

(a) Upon the same assumption, to what extent would the estimated cost of 
the project be reduced? 

23. Whether or not the Department agrees with the following assumption, 
assume that the Federal Government has no authority in law to develop a 
power project which is intended solely to supply power for purposes other than 
consumption directly by the Federal Government in the performance of some 
constitutional function, then 

Will the introduction of a minor amount of an admittedly constitutional func- 
tion (such as improvement for interstate navigation) suffice to make the project 
lawful under the Constitution? 

24. In the case of the Hells Canyon project, upon the foregoing assumption 
and with the further assumption that all of the benefit claimed in respect of 
navigation accrues to interstate commerce, would that claimed benefit be suf- 
ficient in and of itself to make the project lawful under the Constitution? 

25. In the case of the Hells Canyon project, upon that same assumption (per 
item 23), if there were no benefits except as to flood control and power and 
if all benefit claimed from flood control were for interstate commerce, would 
the claimed amount of benefit to flood control be sufficient in and of itself to 
make the project lawful under the Constitution? 

(a) Could that claimed flood control benefit be materially smaller and stil! 
be sufficient in and of itself to make the project lawful? 

26. In the case of the Hells Canyon project, upon that same assumption (per 
item 23) and further assuming that all of the navigation and flood control bene- 
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fits accrue to interstate commerce, would the existence of such claimed benefits 
he sufficient in and of themselves to make the project lawful under the 
Constitution? ade 
7, In what clause or clauses of the Constitution does the Department find 
authority for the expenditure of Federal funds for the attainment of recrea- 


tional benefits ? 

»s. What is the minimum pool levei proposed for the Hells Canyon Reservoir? 
How many feet is that minimum pool level above the natural low water eleva- 
tion at the dam site? 

(a) Will that reservoir capacity and that height of dam which are below that 
minimum pool elevaton be useful for, or contribute benefits to, any purpose other 
than the development of power? 

(b) What is the amount of storage capacity below minimum pool level? 

29, In view of the authorization provision of section 9 (a) of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1989, covering projects to be constructed by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, why is the Helis Canyon project being submitted for authorization by 
Congress instead of authorization by the Secretary of the Interior’? 

Respectfully submitted. 

FRANK T. Bow, M. C. 

Mr. Eneie. Are there further questions / 

Mrs. Bosong. I would think, in view of that we would also have 
Mr. Houston available for any further questions. I think he is a 
very important witness. 

Mr. Encue. He has indicated he will be available. I will have to 
adjourn these meetings to a further time. There is one other thing 
the Chair intended to do, and that is to ask the Federal Power Com- 
mission for a report on what it has on this problem. 

Mr. Buper. While we are requiring things here, it seems to me the 
gentlemen from ‘Texas, Mr. Bentsen, on the first day of this hearing, 
asked some questions about how this project was to be repaid. 

The full repayment schedule was set up in House Document 473, 
which was all deleted under the Commissioner's letter of March 11, 
1951. 

Mr. D’Ewart asked for a statement as to repayment, and I glanced 
at it yesterday, and apparently it is just a résumé of the letter of 
March 11, 1951. . 

Now, we have been talking all the time about 1,100,000 kilowatts 
of power, which under the Army engineers’ chart and the Bureau 
of Reclamation planning drops way down. 

Now, we are entitled to know how many kilowatts of power are 
supposed to be produced for how many years, how much is going to 
be charged for those kilowatts, and how this project is intended to be 
paid ont; and I think, while you are requiring things from the Bureau, 
that the chairman should request that information in detail. 

Mr. Eneie. The Chair will request it, and I assume the Bureau 
people would be glad to supply it. 

We are about out of time, here. 

Mr. Sartor. Would the chairman add to that a request to try 
and find out who was the parent of the apparent illegitimate child, 
House Document 473, which nobody seems to claim credit for and 
nobody can answer any questions with regard to it. 

{ would like to know where the person is or who the person is that 
put these figures in the report that Michael Straus, the Commissioner 
of Reclamation, and Oscar L. Chapman, Secretary of Interior, affixed 
their signatures to and now deny all knowledge of. 

Mr. Enexe. I think that that is a question that should be asked 
when these witnesses are before the committee. 
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Mr. Savior. We asked it before, Mr. Chairman, and haven't had 
an answer. 

(The information requested by Mr. Saylor concerning House 
Document 473 is included in the statement inserted at p. 452 of these 
hearings.) 

Mr. Eneir. They are going to be back. 

Now, the Chair wants to express his regrets to those people who have 
come here from so long a way to testify, but, through the shortage- 
of time, haven't been able to do it. a 

I think, if you have been in attendance on this committee, you wil! 
understand the difficulties we have been under. Both sides in this 
matter wanted to call three times as many witnesses as they did call, 
and the Chair tried to caution everybody that we were going to run 
out of time, and we have run out of time. We are very sorry about 
the fact that some people have arrived here and did not have a chance 
to testify. As to those who have prepared statements, they may be 
submitted for the record at this time. 

(The statements are as follow :) 


STATEMENT OF R. P. PARRY 


My name is R. P. Parry and I live in Twin Falls, Idaho. I am a lawyer 
I represent a number of privately financed canal companies and irrigation 
district, including the North Side Canal Co., a project serving approximately 
162,000 acres of highly developed land; the American Falls Reservoir district, 
including about a half million acres of land, and other similar organizations. 

I have been assisting Governor Len Jordan of Idaho at numerous meetings 
of the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee at which there has been reviewed 
many of the complicated problems of the Columbia River Basin. I am chairman 
of the Idaho Joint Committee for a Columbia River Interstate Compact which 
represents that State in negotiations looking toward the formulation’ and 
execution of an Interstate compact among the States of the Columbia River 
sasin. 

As this committee knows, there is an active and growing movement among 
the States of the Columbia Basin to enter into the compact apportioning the 
waters of the Columbia River, and its tributaries, among the affected States. 
All of these States have passed legislation establishing interstate compact com- 
missions, and providing for the appointment of commissioners, and a bill has 
been passed by the House of Representatives granting the consent of Congress 
to such a compact. There are many compelling reasons why such a compuct 
should be negotiated. 

As chairman of the Idaho commissioners, it is my considered judgment that 
before a bill, such as that now before this committee, is passed, purporting to 
control and utilize the waters of the Snake River for improvement of navigation, 
flood control, and the production of hydroelectric power, Idaho’s share of the 
waters of Snake River for all present and future beneficial consumptive uses 
should be determined by interstate compact. 

Idaho is probably the one most vitally interested of all the States in the 
Columbia Basin in the ultimate control and disposition of the waters flowing 
through its boundaries. While the waters in many of the other States are simply 
& menace, in connection with threatened floods, or an assistance to development 
insofar as they can produce power, in Idaho these waters are literally the life 
blood of the State. The Snake River on its curving course through southern 
Idaho sustains all wealth and growth in the most literal sense of the word. The 
Snake River is the arid branch of the Columbia River. 

In this area there has been developed an intensively irrigated body of land 
totaling in excess of 2144 million acres, one of the largest areas of irrigated land 
in the United States. Upward of 90 percent of this entire area has been 
financed by private capital; and the small proportion built at Government 
expense has repaid substantially all of its construction cost. 

Other great bodies of similar land are available in the State. Likewise there 
is a large potential and now unused supply of irrigation water available in the 
Snake River and its tributaries. The ultimate limit of irrigation development 
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in Idaho will be fixed only by the yardstick of the economical cost of lifting 
irrigation water to a point where it will flow out upon the lands. This limiting 
factor has always been an elastic one from the time that the first settler came into 
the State. The height to which irrigation water can be economically lifted has 
been constantly increasing. The top limit of this lift is, of course, now completely 
unknown to all persons. 

Accordingly, for many years, it has been the settled policy of all those charged 
with representing and presenting the position of the State of Idaho that they will 
not in any way consent to anything which could ever in any way place a top 
limit upon the growth of irrigation in Idaho. Whether in discussions of a 
compact among the States, or in consideration of Federal legislation, the repre- 
sentatives of Idaho, now and forever, must invariably take the position that 
neither they, nor any of their contemporaries, are qualified to say in effect, 

Here is the limit to irrigation development in Idaho and bevond this, it shall 
not expand.” ‘To state the position shows the absurdity of any persons presently 
involved arrogating to themselves the wisdom to pass upon this question. 

And for this reason, Idaho objects to that portion of H. R. 5743 which in effect 
places a ceiling on top limit on the future irrigation development in the Snake 
River Valley of the State of Idaho. The dam proposed by this bill, and the 
reservoir to be created by it, will of necessity have a water right sufficient to pre- 
empt all of the available and unappropriated waters of the Snake River. Any 
water rights which are junior and inferior to those appurtenant to the Hells 
Canyon Dam will, in all probability, be useless and invalid in those short-water 
vears which are the critical years in any irrigation area. 

It is our position that in low-water years there is not available from the Snake 
River sufficient waters for the ultimate development of irrigation in the Snake 
River Valley and still operate Hells Canyon as a feasible power plant. 

The members of this committee must realize that with a vast Federal invest- 
ment in Hells Canyon power plant, and its attendant transmission lines, in exist- 
ence, that whenever a critical low-water year occurs, there will be inevitably 
a conflict with upstream water rights 

Accordingly, Idaho must unalterably oppose any power dam dependent on the 
waters of the Snake River above the mouth of the Salmon River. This latter point 
is a natural division point of the stream. Above the mouth of the Salmon River, 
the waters of the Snake River are essentially valuable for and should always 
be preserved for irrigation development. If there is to be any flood control 
or power development on the Snake River, it should be at points at or below 
the point where the waters of the Snake River are available along with the 
waters of the Salmon River. 

There are alternative sites which will serve more efficiently the purposes 
sought by this bill without jeopardizing the existing and future development of 
irrigation in Idaho. We propose to submit charts and figures which wili 
fully demonstrate this. 

It is, of course, self evident by the language of this bill itself that there are 
no irrigation or reclamation features in the project. By its own language, 
the Congress is being asked to authorize the control and utilization of the 
waters of the Snake River for flood control, navigation, and power production. 
Located as it is below all possible irrigation development, the Hells Canyon 
lam and the waters that may be impounded by it, can never be used for 
irrigation. 

In support of its position, Idaho will always take the position that it is an 
imposition upon the Congress of the United States and the taxpayers of the 
Nation to build any projects upon the Snake River above the mouth of the 
Salmon River under the guise that they are flood-control projects. The one and 
only place to build flood-control projects in the Columbia River Basin is upon 
either the main stem of the stream or those branches whereon floods arise 
The Snake River is definitely not a stream which falls within that definition 
Any proposals that structures on the Snake River above the Salmon be char- 
acterized to any degree as a flood-control structure is absurd. We have charts 
and statistics which will fully demonstrate its lack of effectiveness so far as flood 
control is concerned. 

We want to impress upon the committee that it is utterly impossible to eval- 
uate any project on the Snake River, and particularly the proposed Hells Can- 
yon project, without taking into account the entire Columbia Basin situation. 
Accordingly, we will present maps showing the Columbia River Basin drainage, 
the stream flow at The Dalles, Oreg., and Snake River flows. From this we can 
then present other charts showing stream-flow comparisons. The use of water 
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for irrigation in the upper Snake River Basin, using the term to characteriz, 
that section above the mouth of the Salmon, is not a static condition. On t), 
other hand, the use of these waters for irrigation always has been, and in » 
probability will always continue to be, an ever-expanding one. So tliat 
evaluating the flows of that river, and particularly the flows which will 
available for the production of storage at Hells Canyon, under conditions whic! 
will not interfere with irrigation growth in Idaho, there must of necessity bh 
taken into account the future depletion which will reasonably result from that 
irrigation development. The future depletion of Snake River is a very rea 
condition. Accordingly, we desire to present charts and tables showing the 
depletion reasonably to be expected upon that stream in the future. 

The effect of Hells Canyon Dam upon navigation, at least from an affirmative 
point of view is purely mythical. This is true whether we think of navigatio: 
below the dam or in the pool above it. To ascribe benefits in any amount 1 
this feature is another example of bureaucratic abracadabra used to excus: 
unjustifiable expenditures of public moneys. If the Hells Canyon Reservoir is 
used to store waters in certain periods and then release those waters in othe: 
periods, with the principal object that of increasing storage production, ther 
will, of necessity, be such interference with the flows of the stream, and suc! 
a range between maximum and minimum flows, that navigation below the dam 
in any section of the river substantially affected, will be materially obstructed 
rather than benefitted. To think of any concrete navigation benefit in back 
waters of the dam with its tremendous recurring fluctuations in levels and 
great extension and recession of back waters, all in a primitive and substantially 
uninhabited and undeveloped area, is to believe that the Congress of the United 
States is, indeed, a credulous body. 

The present bill expressly includes navigation as one of the reasons for assum 
ing control of Snake River by the Federal Government. With irrigation features 
completely absent, as previously noted, in the light of the Federal doctrine ty 
the effect that private appropriators can acquire no rights on navigable streams, 
the State of Idaho feels that all of its irrigation rights on Snake River and its 
tributaries would be placed in great jeopardy by the passage of this bill. This 
is particularly true in the light of the similar assertion by Government attorneys 
that the United States has the ownership of all unappropriated waters of non 
navigable streams. 

Likewise, Idaho interests believe that, in the light of present information, i: 
would be very questionable whether Congress should now authorize the vast ex 
penditures contemplated by this bill on a project whose ultimate production 
ability has been drawn into question. At best, it must be conceded there is a 
partial disagreement among engineers as to the real net gain in power production 
which will result from the storage waters of this project. The amounts of money 
involved are great. The time within which this project would be completed is 
considerably in the future, and accordingly, it is urged that no action should be 
taken at this time until further study is made and real and positive reports are 
obtained on the downstream power production which will be available in the 
critical years, and specific pay-out schedules are provided for the project. There 
is certainly doubt as to whether this project will have any real availability as 
a defense project. 

Idaho as a sovereign State believes that it has substantial rights in the waters 
of the Snake River, particularly with reference to the future development of its 
irrigated areas which will be jeopardized by this proposed Hells Canyon project 

It believes that these rights cannot be protected except by, and after, th: 
completion of an interstate compact as previously mentioned. 

For all of the reasons above, is is respectfully urged that this committee go 
on record in opposition to H. R. 5748. 


STATEMENT OF T, E. ROACH, PRESIDENT IDAHO PowER Co, 


My name is T. E. Roach. I live in Boise, Idaho, and am president and genera 
manager of Idaho Power Co., whose principal office is at 1220 Idaho Street in 
Boise. The purpose of our appearance is to urge that Congress refuse to 
authorize the construction of the Hells Canyon dam and power plant, as proposed 
in H. R. 5743. 

Idaho Power Co. is a completely independent, investor-owned electric utility 
It is not affiliated with any other corporation, and is not a part of any holding 
company system. The company is owned by some 10,400 stockholders, residing in 
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all 48 States. Our largest stockholdings, as well as our bonds, are held by 
university and college endowment funds, fraternal and religious organizations, 
jnsurance companies, and trust and pension funds. It is correct to say that 
Idaho Power Co. is therefore a good example of a taxpaying, private enterprise, 
which is publicly owned. 

The territory served by the company extends approximately 450 miles across 
southern Idaho into eastern Oregon, and south into northern Nevada. At the 
end of 1951, we were serving approximately 115,000 customers, more than 71,000 
of which were residential users, and over 27,300 were farm customers. We have 
over 2,300 irrigation pumping customers who depend upon our service for the 
pumping of water to irrigate their lands. At the present time we are supplying 
over 80,000 horsepower to bring water to approximately 200,000 acres. 

The company’s rural electrification record is outstanding in the Nation, with 
99 percent of all farms anywhere within our service area having central-station 
service from our system, and at the same rates which apply in our largest towns. 
Incidentally, the company’s rates are 42 percent lower than the national average. 

Among our industrial customers are numerous mines and related smelter and 
other operations, including the Calera cobalt mine, and the antimony, mercury, 
and tungsten properties in central Idaho: the Union Pacific Railroad yards at 
Pocatello, Glenns Ferry, and Nampa, Idaho, and Huntington, Creg.; two -of the 
largest cement mills in the Pacific Northwest, one near Pocatello, Idaho, and 
the other at Lime, Oreg.: the electric phosphate furnace installations for the 
production of phosphorus near Pocatello, Idaho; and the reactor testing station 
of the Atomic Energy Commission near Arco, in southeastern Idaho. The im- 
portance of an adequate, continuing power supply in this area to the national 
defense and security should be self-evident. 

Qur company was responsible for bringing to Idaho and the West the first 
electric-furnace installation for processing phosphate rock. This venture is 
rapidly blossoming into a major important industry in the area with all power 
needs being supplied by business managed tax-paying electric companies. Con- 
tinuing expansion of this industry is assured and we are fully prepared to supply 
its future power needs. 

When Idaho Power Co. commenced operations 36 years ago, it assumed full 
responsibility for supplying the: power needs of the territory which it serves. 
This responsibility has been completely fulfilled. Not only has there never been 
a power shortage in our service area, but no industry or other customer has ever 
been denied all the power that it required for its existing operations and future 
growth. The company intends to continue this policy, and its record—particu- 
larly during the past 5 years, when, power shortages have existed almost every- 
where else in the Pacific Northwest—is ample evidence of its ability, both 
financial and otherwise, to continue to do so. 

I am proud to state that the southern Idaho-eastern Oregon area, which 
includes the territory served by Idaho Power Co., is the only area in the three 
Pacific Northwest States in which there never has been, and there is not now, 
a shortage of electric power. Throughout World War II our company exported 
substantial quantities of power for use to supply shortages elsewhere in the 
Northwest, and immediately following the war, we began the largest expansion 
program in the company’s history. In the period since 1945, the company in- 
vested approximately $100,000,000 in additional operating facilities, including 
six new power plants. These plants have increased the company’s power pro- 
ducing capacity from 106,000 kilowatts at the end of 1946 to 375,000 kilowatts 
at the present time, or three and one-half times what it was 5 years ago. 

The territory which we serve is growing rapidly, both agriculturally and 
industrially. We estimate that within the next 10 years between 400,000 and 
500,000 additional kilowatts of new capacity will be required by the company 
to. supply our service area, with at least half of this required within the next 5 
years. This will necessitate the construction of at least two new power plants 
within the coming 5-year period, depending upon the capacity of the sites which 
are available for development. Present indications are that the construction 
of the first of these plants will have to be commenced this year. 

We are appearing in opposition to H. R. 5743 and the authorization of Hells 
Canyon because the proposed high dam at Hells Canyon, which would create a 
reservoir extending 100 miles upstream almost to Weiser, Idaho, would destroy 
five excellent and much lower-cost run-of-stream power sites in the Snake 
River, with 700,000 kilowatts of potential generating capacity, in accordance 
with recent engineering studies submitted to the Federal Power Commission. 





628 HELLS CANYON DAM 


These potential developments constitute 75 percent of the remaining power 
potential on the entire course of the upper Snake River, as it flows across 
southern Idaho and along the Idaho-Oregon boundary within our service area, 
Moreover, this is all the low-cost hydroelectric power left for the development 
of the southern Idaho-eastern Oregon territory, and upon which the area depends 
for its future growth and expansion. 

Idaho Power Co, is ready, willing, and financially able to develop these sites, 
and is fully qualified to do so as the practical result of 36 years of experience in 
constructing and operating hydroelectric plants on Snake River. Private «« 
velopment of these projects, with related transmission lines, would mean a total! 
taxpayving investment of approximately $160,000,000, which would be supplied 
entirely by investor capital, without the requirement of any expenditure of 
Government funds. Any other program will not only add inevitably to the 
already huge, and still increasing tax burden of the Nation, as well as to the 
public debt—but will also prevent the investment of private capital for the 
creation of substantial taxpaying properties and enterprises. 

For approximately 5 years, since 1947, Idaho Power Co. has had applications 
pending with the Federal Power Commission for the construction of the Oxbow 
project, with 140,000 kilowatts of installed capacity, with a commitment to 
fully develop as needed the entire stretch of the river between Weiser and Hells 
Canyon, The Oxbow site is one of the five low-head sites planned for develop 
ment which the Hells Canyon Dam and Reservoir would destroy. It is located 
on the Snake River approximately 28 miles upstream from Hells Canyon. 

The other sites which would be flooded out by a high dam at Hells Canyon 
are three above Oxbow, known as Brownlee, Sturgill, and Bayhorse, and 
the low-head Hells Canyon site below Oxbow would also be destroyed. This 
entire development could be constructed by Idaho Power Co. at an average cost, 
even at present-day prices, of about $188 per kilowatt. The Oxbow site itself 
can be developed in accordance with company plans at an estimated cost of ap- 
proximately $158 per kilowatt, which makes this 140,000-kilowatt site one of the 
best and cheapest remaining power sites in the Pacific Northwest, if not in the 
entire Nation. 

The cost of $158 per kilowatt for Oxbow, and an average cost of only $188 
per kilowatt for the entire development, Compares with the Bureau of Recla 
mation proposal to spend at least $446 per kilowatt of installed capacity for a 
high dam at Hells Canyon. 

The estimated cost of $446 per kilowatt of installed capacity for Hells Canyon 
is based on the Bureau of Reclamation’s estimated project cost of $356,810,000, 
which, however, does not include $120,000,000 additional for transmission facili- 
ties, $1,000,000 for recreational facilities, and approximately $5,000,000 for 
migratory fish preservation facilities—making a minimum total expenditure of 
$482,810,000, assuming, of course, that the Department’s estimates of costs can 
be relied upon, which is unlikely. Experience has demonstrated to the Congress 
that such departmental estimates, made for the purpose of obtaining project 
authorizations or appropriations, are notoriously inaccurate. For example, 
the Anderson Ranch Dam project on the Boise River, for which authorization 
was obtained on a cost estimate showing of only $13,040,000, has actually cost 
to date $30,000,000, and all the expenditures are not yet in. Numerous other 
examples can be cited, of which the following, taken from the Congressional! 
Record for August 21, 1951, page A5544, are only a few: 


Percent of 
original 
estimate 


Original Present 
> ne Ps : 
Project estimate estimate 


Boulder Canyon , $126, 500, 000 $173, 900, 000 | 
Davis Dam $1, 200, 000 | 114, 438 000 | 
Central Valley___- ‘ } 170, 000, 000 51, 886, 000 | 
Colorado-Thompson 44, 000, 000 50, 503, 000 | 
Fort Peck : 5, 732, 554 », 250, 000 | 
Hungry Horse 36, 648, 000 , 800, 000 
Columbia Basin. 393, 000, 000 3, 339, 000 | 
Kendrick 20, 000, 000 25, 000, 000 | 
Riverton __. ‘ ’ : 9, 500, 000 21, 813, 403 
Shoshone . CASE &, 851, 360 16, 851, 705 
Missouri River Basin : ia ; ; colirate 529. 152, 800 2, 834, 427, 348 


House Document 473, pages 189-193, claims a benefit-to-cost ratio for Hells 
Canyon of 2.08 to 1, apparently based upon the rate of 4.4 mills per kilowatt-hour 
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for firm output, for sale in the upper Snake Basin. The Army 308 report 
(p. IV-185), however, shows a benefit-to-cost ratio of only 1.31 to 1, and in obtain- 
ing this ratio (p. III-46) a value of 4.46 mills was adopted as the figure for direct 
power benefits creditable to each kilowatt-hour of energy delivered to load 
centers. 

In the Department of Interior’s House Document 473 report on the Columbia 
River, page 201, table 9, it is shown that the proposed Hells Canyon project, at 
the end of 55 years of operation will have accumulated an earned surplus of only 
$27,221,588, and even this is estimated at 1948 costs. An error of less than 2 
percent in the estimated cost of the project would wipe this out entirely, and 
completely destroy the benefit-to-cost ratio upon which the claim justification 
of Hells Canyon is based. The record shows that Bureau of Reclamation project 
costs have frequently exceeded estimates by 200 percent and more. 

In spite of statements made to the contrary, we would also like to emphasize 
to this committee that Hells Canyon is fundamentally and essentially a power 
project, and should be recognized as such. Its significant tlood-control benefit 
is made clear both in the Army 308 report and in House Document 473. Its bene- 
fit to navigation admittedly amounts to little or nothing, and the operation of a 
high dam at Hells Canyon would actually be detrimental to navigation above 
Lewiston. Its annual recreational benefit is claimed to be only $88,000 in the 308 
Report, raised by the Bureau of Reclamation to $357,000 in House Document 473, 
and with the Secretary proposing a $1,000,000 nonreimbursable cost allocation in 
his “modifying” report of May 11, 1951. 

The proposed Hells Canyon project has no physical relation or benefit to 
irrigation or reclamation in any respect. The waters from its reservoir will not 
irrigate a single acre of land. Even in its reference to the Mountain Home 
reclamation development, H. R. 5743 authorizes nothing but power facilities. 
The Army 308 report recognizes Hells Canyon for the power project that it is, 
and goes on to say (p. V-48) : 

“It is not either necessary or desirable that power-producing projects be 
artificially classified as reclamation projects for this purpose, since the relatiom- 
ship with irrigation can be created only as a balancing of economic and fiscal 
relationships. Functionally and operationally, the main power-producing poten- 
tialities of the Columbia Basin are allied either to navigation, to flood control, or 
to both, and not to irrigation, except in the case of Grand Coulee, and they should 
be constructed and operated with this in mind.” 

There has been much talk in Idaho by Interior Department representatives and 
Bureau of Reclamation officials that authorization of Hells Canyon, as proposed 
in H. R. 5748, is essential to obtain future authorization of the much desired 
Mountain Home project. In fact, the argument for Hells Canyon has been put 
up to the people by Department of Interior spokesmen pretty much on an “or else” 
basis. The 308 report, however, recognizes the artificiality of such an argument, 
and states (p. V-46): 

“There appears no valid reason why these irrigation projects [Which included 
Mountain Home! should be coupled to Hells Canyon as suggested by the Bureau 
of Reclamation, rather than to Bonneville Dam, Priest Rapids, or other similar 
projects.” 

So many estimates of Hells Canyon power and energy production figures 
have been made that it is impossible to keep up with them. The conflicting 
figures and resulting confusion which exist may be illustrated by th fact that, 
reduced to equivalent figures for purpose of comparison, the nominal prime 
power output at the Hells Canyon site, based on the Army 30S report (p. 0-233) 
may be estimated at 502,000 kilowatts; in House Document 473 (p. i170) it is 
092,000 kilowatts; and the Secretary of the Interior's “modifiying” report of 
May 11, 1951, increases this figure to 688,000 kilowatts. Adding claimed benefits 
at existing and authorized plants on the Columbia above Snake River, together 
with the future dams at The Dalles and John Day, to the claimed “at-site” 
power output, equivalent figures would be—701,000 kilowatts, based on the 
30S Report; 952,000 kilowatts, based on House Document 473: and 1,480,500 
kilowatts, which is the figure claimed by the Secretary of the Interior in his 
report of May 11, 1951. In recent publicity appearing in Idaho, this latter 
figure is hedged scmewhat, with a claim of only 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime 
power capability, apparently based on the assumption of “all projects currently 
authorized considered as being in operation,” which, of course, is not the case, 
and will not be for years to come. The supporting data and computations for 
this figure have not, as yet, been divulged. 
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It is an elementary engineering fact that a given amount of water falling 
a fixed number of feet can produce only a given amount of power. It makes 
no difference whether this is accomplished through one high-dam power plant, 
utilizing a full head or drop, or through five low-dam power plants, utilizing thie 
same aggregate head or drop. There is, however, a marked difference, y 
only in the lower construction cost of the low dams versus the high dam, } 
also in the energy output obtainable from the two types of development. 

The advantage in our proposed low-head developments arises from the fact 
that the pond water level—that is, the operating head—of the proposed plants 
will be maintained at almost a constant level; whereas, in the proposed hig 
dam at Hells Canyon, the operating head will be varied over a wide range ss 
the reservoir water level is lowered to satisfy alleged multipurpose claims. As 
the studies show, it is contemplated that at times the reservoir level behind the 
proposed high dam will be drawn down as much as 289 feet. Under such condi 
tions, the same amount of water passing through the power plant will produce only 
about 52 percent as much energy as it would in falling through the constant 
head of the five low-head dams. As the matter of fact, the actual generation 
at Hells Canyon would be even less, because the efficiency of the power plant 
turbines decreases substantially as the operating head is reduced. 

During a period of critical water years, such as 1929-32, and under present 
irrigation water diversion conditions, studies made by the Bonneville Powe: 
Administration in July 1951 show that the average generation at Hells Canyon 
would be only 473,000 kilowatts. On the other hand, the average kilowatts 
which could be generated by the five low-head run-of-river dams proposed 
by Idaho Power Co., which do not require storage each year to fill the reservoirs, 
would be 522,000 kilowatts. This is a 10.36 percent higher average capacity 
from the low-head dams proposed by the company than from the single high 
dam at Hells Canyon. 

The advantage of the constant head of the five low dams, over the decreased 
fluctuating head of the proposed high dam at Hells Canyon, substantially re- 
daces the benefits which would be derived from storing water in the Hells 
Canyon reservoir for later release. For all practical purposes, during a critical 
water period such as existed in 1929-32, the combined at-site and downstream 
average generation attributable to the Hells Canyon high dam would result 
ultimately in the production of only 125,000 to 150,000 average kilowatts more 
than the five low-head dams planned by Idaho Power Co. The additional cost 
of the high dam over the low dams would be at least $225,000,000, exchuding 
necessary transmission lines, and this would result in a cost per kilowatt for 
the additional kilowatts obtained of from $1,500 to $1,700 per kilowatt, execlud- 
ing transmission, which cannot possibly be justified. The same power can be 
obtained from other sources for only a small fraction of such cost. As a matter 
of fact, this relatively small downstream net power gain is the only power ad 
vantage that the proposed Hells Canyon high dam will provide, as Idaho Power 
Co.’s low-head dams will develop the entire balance of kilowatts available in 
river. The actual proposal in H. R. 5743 is therefore to spend $482,000,000 of 
the taxpayers’ money, or over $3,000 per kilowatt, to obtain between 125,000 
and 150,000 kilowatts of power above that which private enterprise is ready to 
provide, without the expenditure of a single dollar of Government funds. 


HELLS CANYON NAVIGATION BENEFITS NIL 


As to assistance to navigation, even the claimed benefits from Hells Canyou 
are practically nil. In the Army 308 Report, the annual benefit to navigation 
yas stated at only 0.87 percent of the total benefits claimed: and in the Bureau 
of Reclamation’s House Document 473 report, the claimed navigation benefit 
was only 0.6 percent, and this was apparently further reduced to 0.5 percent 
in the Secretary’s report of May 11, 1951. Yet, the Secretary’s report recom 
mends the charging off of $4,863,000 to navigation as a nonreimbursable cost 
of the Hells Canyon power facilities. 

It is obvious that any commercial, or even recreational navigation on the 
pool back of Helis Canyon would be practically impossible because of the ex- 
treme variation in elevation of the backwater, the contemplated draw-down 
being at times 289 feet. Such a draw-down would completely dry up the upper 
35 miles of the pond. In any event, there is little or no requirement for navi- 
gation in the isolated and barren area surrounding the pool. 

The only benefit to navigation that could possibly be claimed for Hells Canyon 
is a minor improvement on the stretch of the Snake River between Hells Canyon 
and Lewiston, principally in the last 30 miles between Lime Point and Lewiston. 
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As to this, however, the Army engineers have stated that their proposed plan 
calls for a channel 150 feet wide with a depth of 6 feet at a flow of 13,000 cubic 
feet per second of water, with minimum flow available at least 95 percent of 
the time. Under the operational plan for the proposed high dam at Hells 
Canyon, 18,000 cubie feet per second would not be available in this stretch 
of the river over a yearly period even approaching 95 percent of the time. Hells 
Canyon would therefore be a detriment, rather than a benefit, to navigation in 
this area, because of the minimum stream flows established during the summer 
months when water is being stored in the reservoir. 


FLOOD CONTROL BENEFITS INSIGNIFICANT 


The Secretary’s May 11, 1951, report, recommending the authorization of 
Hells Canyon as proposed in H. R. 5748, proposes the charging off to flood control 
of $37,561,000—10.5 percent of the entire project cost—as a nonreimbursable 
cost, based upon a Claimed annual flood control benefit of $1,459,800. 

In its 808 Review Report, the Army Engineer Corps had estimated annual 
flood control benefits of $1,459,800, which the Secretary has now adopted, but 
which was based upon an entirely different operational program, And even 
as to this figure, Army representatives, at the meeting of the Columbia Basin 
Inter-Agency Committee held at Baker, Oreg., in December 1947, were frank 
to point out that “the minor navigation and flood control benefits” from Hells 
Canyon “are not comparable with those which would be made available by 
downstream developments.” 

In this connection, we wish to point out that both the Army and Interior 
reports indicate that the flood control benefits claimed for the high dam at 
Hells Canyon were based upon the assumed recurrence of the maximum flood 
of historical record, which occurred in 1894. This completely ignores the up- 
stream storage and effective flood control already resulting on the Snake River 
from the numerous reservoirs constructed since that date. 

In addition to some smaller reservoirs constructed on the Snake and its 
tributaries, we call attention to the following: 

River and reservoir Capacity, acre-feet 
Snake: 
. TOO, OOO 
847, 000 
413, 000 
200, OOO 
Boise: 
Arrowrock ‘ sone 286, 600 
Anderson Ranch cea a : 3 464, 200 
Lucky Peak (under construction) —_- Se 300, 000 
Owyhee: Owyhee____- ee ae ’ 715, 000 
Malheur: Warm Springs__- ; : . a 190, 000 
Payette: Cascade_______ : eS ees : F TOO, OOO 


Total__ be 6, 815, 800 


The addition of the numerous existing smaller reservoirs gives some 8,636,000 
acre-feet of storage which has already been provided, and, with 1,250,000 
acre-feet additional planned at Garden Valley, makes a total of 9,886,000 acre- 
feet of storage on the Snake River and its principal tributaries above Hells 
Canyon. This is equal to more the 75 percent of the total average annual 
runoff of the upper Snake River. By way of comparison, the original phase of 
the Army engineers’ comprehensive plan for the Columbia contemplates storage 
equal to only 20 percent of the runoff on the whole Columbia system. 

The worst flood in recent years on the lower Columbia was in 1948, when 
substantial damage occurred at Vanport in the Portland area. At that time 
the flow from the Snake River above Hells Canyon was a negligible contributor, 
approximating only- 50,000 cubic feet per second, as Compared with a flow of 
lore than 125,000 second-feet in 1894. 

On the other hand, the 1948 flood on the Clearwater, which empties into the 
Snake below Hells Canyon, was 177,000 second-feet, exceeding the historical 
flood of 1894 by more than 20,000 second-feet. The flow on the Salmon River, 
iso entering the Snake below Hells Canyon, was 103,000 second-feet, almost as 
¢sreat as in 1894. Moreover, on the Columbia itself, above the mouth of the 
Snake at Richland, the flow was approximately 646,000 second-feet, and at 
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The Dalles exceeded 1,000,000 second-feet. It is clear therefore that the 50,000 
second-feet on the upper Snake is very small by comparison. 

As a matter of fact, the Snake River, above Hells Canyon was the only 
principal tributary of the Columbia which was not above its normal runoff 
during the disastrous 1948 season. This is due to the fact that the Snake, 
above the Salmon and Clearwater, is the most completely regulated stream in 
the Columbia Basin by reason of the numerous storage reservoirs already 
constructed on the central and upper river and all its tributaries. 

Historically, the Snake River (above the Salmon and Clearwater) has thy 
lowest ratio, or the least variation between maximum recorded flow and minimun 
recorded flow of all the principal streams making up the Columbia Rive: 
system. Such a low ration of maximum to minimum flow is an important 
factor in determining need for flood control, and where flood control projects 
should be located. From the Army’s review report on the Columbia River, 
dated October 1, 1948 (table II-2, p. II-7) it appears that on the Snake River 
at Weiser, the maximum historical flow is only 16 times the minimum historica| 
flow. In contrast, on both the Salmon and Clarks Fork-Pend Oreille Rivers, 
the ration of maximum to minimum flow is approximately 57 times; on th: 
Kootenai, 65 times: on the Wenatchee, 110 times: on the Spokane River, 182 
times; on the Okanogan, 201 times; on the Yakima, 295 times; and the Clea: 
water River has the astounding ratio of 544 times. 

There is one further factor which must be kept in mind, and that is that flood 
control and downstream power benefits go hand in hand. To the extent that 
bona fide flood control benefits are not provided by a project, downstream powe: 
benefits are absent in the same proportion. It is the storing of floodwaters (in 
excess of the generating capacity of the plant), and their later release for down 
stream power production purposes, that provides the major value which results 
from using such water for power generation at succeeding power plants farthe! 
down the stream. Flood control money should therefore be spent on those 
streams where floodwaters originate, if commensurate downstream power bene- 
fits are to be obtained. 

So far as power supply is concerned, it is well recognized that it would take 
fully 6 to 8 years to obtain even initial-unit operation of a high-dam development 
at Hells Canyon, while the Oxbow and other low-head projects can be completed 
by our company within 18 to 24 months after authorization to proceed is obtained 
We are committed to the Federal Power Commission to develop the other sites 
as rapidly as load conditions require. The company’s low-head program will thus 
not only take care of the growing needs of the southern Idaho and eastern Oregon 
area, and avoid any shortage of power there, but could also make available sub- 
stantial temporary power to Pacific coast areas while the Federal Government 
and other suppliers are installing the additional capacity that is needed in 
Washington and Oregon. 

In the light of the expansion program of Idaho Power Co., and also of Utah 
Power & Light Co. (our neighbor company to the south which serves a portion 
of the eastern and southeastern Idaho area), there is no basis whatever for any 
claim of a potential power shortage either in eastern Oregon or southern Idaho 
However, from the discussion in House Document 473, the Bureau of Reclamatio: 
endeavors to convince you, as a part of its effort to justify the Hells Canyor 
project, that a definite power shortage in this territory is imminent. 

This power shortage prediction is found in Table 32, on page 284 of the report 
which is attached, wherein the Department of Interior creates the shortage by the 
simple expedient of assuming that Idaho Power capacity growth will automati 
cally stop at the end of 1953, when the company’s firm supply is frozen at 268,000 
kilowatts. Thereafter, according to the report, there is to be a power shortage 
until 1957 when it is assumed Hell’s Canyon will be completed and solve all of the 
area’s power problems for the future. 

Another exaggeration in the Bureau’s study is the picture painted with regard 
to Utah Power & Light Co., whose entire power supply available for the 
southern Idaho area is shown to be only 6,000 kilowatts for the entire period 
1948-65. I wish to point out that since 1948 the Utah Power & Light Co. has 
added to its system 110,000 kilowatts of low-cost steam capacity. An additional 
75,000 kilowatts is scheduled for completion in 1952, and still further capacit) 
is scheduled for later construction. The Utah Co’s. hydroelectric plants on the 
Bear River in southeastern Idaho, as well as its hydro and steam stations in 
northern Utah, are all interconnected with lines of both companies which serve 
the southern Idaho area. 
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Wholly aside from the fact that Hells Canyon cannot possibly be constructed 
by 1957, the Bureau’s prediction of a “deficiency in supply” in the upper Snake 
Basin market area, beginning this year, 1952, is ridiculous and entirely unreal- 
istic, as it completely ignores, not only the recent installations of the private 
utilities serving the area, but their expansion programs for the future as well. 

Another point frequently made by the Department of the Interior is that the 
eonstruction of Hells Canyon is necessary to provide low-cost power in southern 
Idaho. However, the Secretary’s “modifying” report of May 11, 1951, is elo- 
quently indefinite as to the price at which Hells Canyon power would be sold, 

House Document 473, at page 189, indicates that the major portion of the 
«laimed direct power benefit attributable to Hells Canyon depends upon the sale 
of firm energy “in the upper Snake Basin” at 4.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. And 
the Army 30S Report adopted 4.46 mills as the figure required to provide the 
necessary direct power benefits creditable to each kilowatt-hour of energy de- 
livered to load centers. Even the Bureau's figure of 4.4 mills is certainly not 
low-cost power from a project built by public funds and free from both property 
and income tax burdens. 

Idaho Power Co. is actually supplying power at the present time to the large 
electrie furnace installations near Pocatello at a lower rate than 4.4 mills, and 
at the same time is paying 31.7 percent of its total revenue in Federal and State 
1axes, 

It is finally becoming recognized that the difference in power cost, as between 
public and private distributors, is no more, and is frequently less, than the taxes 
paid by the private electric companies, and this in spite of the lower interest 
rate for cost of money which the Government obtains in public debt borrowings. 
As stated by the Hoover Commission task force in its analysis of electric bills 
in areas served by both public power projects and investor-owned companies, 
“In general, this analysis shows that the differential between the public power 
bills and those for privately owned power companies is roughly equal to the tax- 
component.” 

In this connection, I would like to call the committee’s attention to the fact 
that in the year 1951, the total taxes paid by Idaho Power Co. exceeded $5,307,000, 
or 31.7 percent of its entire gross revenue. This is equivalent to an average of 
3.06 mills per kilowatt-hour for every kilowatt-hour sold by the company during 
1951. 

In 1951, taxes were by far the company’s largest single item of expense, They 
exceeded total operating wages and salaries by more than $2,900,000. They 
exceeded total dividends paid to stockholders by more than $3,000,000, 

As to Federal taxes, for the year 1951, Idaho Power Co.'s Federal income tax 
alone amounted to more than $2,392,000, or approximately 14.5 percent of the 
total revenue received by the company from all sales of electric service. Total 
Federal taxes for the year exceeded $2,759,000, or $436,000 more than total 
dividends paid to stockholders. The Federal Government, therefore, without 
having invested a dime in the company’s business, is taking more out of the 
business than the stockholders of the company who have some $47,000,000 
invested in the enterprise. 

If Idaho Power Co. is permitted to go ahead with its proposed lowhead develop- 
ment program in the stretch of Snake River which would be flooded out by the 
Hells Canyon Reservoir, the ad valorem property taxes alone on the power plants 
and related transmission facilities will amount to approximately $38,000,000 
every year, which would be of great benefit to State and local governmental 
taxing units, and alse to the taxpayers of the area. In addition, substantial 
income tax payments would accrue, both to the States and to the Federal Gov- 
ernment, as compared with ne tax benefit at all if the Hells Canyon Dam is built 
with Government funds as contemplated under H. R. 5743. 

It is our sincere conviction that the taxes paid by Idaho Power Co. and other 
electric utilities represent, in these times, an essential contribution to Govern- 
ment; and that where private, taxpaying capital is ready and willing to do a 
job, it should not only be permitted, but urged to do so, leaving the expenditure 
of Federal funds for national defense, and for essential Government services 
where the use of the taxpayers’ money is necessary. 

In conclusion, I should like to emphasize to the committee that H. R. 5743 does 
ot involve a situation where Hells Canyon is the only large site available for 
Federal development, with no alternative solution for the flood control and power 
shortage problems in Pacific coast areas. Numerous other sites exist which will 
not only provide far greater flood control benefits, but will also provide large 
blocks of power at much lower cost than from Hells Canyon. 
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I refer to table XI in the Bonneville Power Administration 1950 Columbia 
River Power System Report listing existing projects, projects under constructio: 
and projects authorized for construction in the Northwest. With revisions for 
changes which have since occurred, it appears that existing Federal plants haye 
an installed capacity of 2,525,800 kilowatts. Projects under construction tota! 
3,800,100 kilowatts. Authorized projects, on which actual construction work 
has not even been started, total an additional 4,611,000 kilowatts. 

It is therefore evident that completion of the projects already under way wi! 
increase the installed capacity of the Government system by 150 percent, to a 
total of 6,325,900 kilowatts. If, in addition, all the projects already authorize:| 
are constructed, this will further increase the installed capacity of the Govern 
ment’s system in the Pacific Northwest to 10,936,900 kilowatts, or approximate!) 
four times what exists today. 

It will be noted that projects under construction and those already authorized 
exceed an aggregate of 8,400,000 kilowatts of capacity. Assuming an average 
construction cost of $400 per kilowatt, these installations—which do not include 
Hells Canyon and numerous other sites which are planned for construction but 
not yet authorized—would require an expenditure of Federal funds in the stagger 
ing total of more than $3% billion, not including interest charges, and noi 
including the additional millions of dollars which necessary transmission facili 
ties would require. 

Based upon these figures, which apply only to a small, four-State area, the 
committee will readily see what the public power program can expand to on « 
Nation-wide basis, and the importance of permitting private enterprise to carry 
the investment burden wherever it is possible to do so, thereby not only holding 
down Government expenditures but also adding materially to the taxable wealth 
of the Nation. 

We believe that the facts make it clear that the public interest will be better 
served by the development of the five low-head sites on Snake River than by the 
expenditure of public funds for Hells Canyon, by the construction of which four 
of these sites will be forever destroyed. Power for the present emergency cau 
thus be made rapidly available, and the Federal Government can proceed wit): 
its long-range program at other large sites which are not only cheaper in unit 
power costs, when honestly evaluated, but will provide effective flood protection 
and greater navigation benefits as well. 

We believe that our low-head development program fully meets the test pre 
scribed by Congress in section 10 (a) of the Federal Power Act, as being best 
adapted to a comprehensive plan for improvement and utilization of water power 
development and related purposes, and that the Federal Power Commission should 
be authorized or directed by the Congress to issue a license for the Oxbow 
project as the first step in this development program. 

Not only will the Government and the public be protected by reason of the fact 
that our company is subject to the supervision and regulation of the Federa! 
-Power Commission, and by the regulatory commissions in Idaho, Oregon, and 
Nevada, but also through the numerous safeguards and conditions which the 
Federal Power Act provides. The program of water power development, as 
written by Congress in the Federal Power Act in 1920, and expanded in the 
amendments of 1935, was well considered and has become fully established 
because of the workable national policy which it provides. There is no reason or 
necessity to depart from it now by authorization of an individual public power 
installation, even were it justified by economic necessity, which it is not. 

Our company is ready and willing to proceed immediately with the Oxbow 
development, and can have its 140,000 kilowatts installed for operation within 
18 to 24 months, assuming the necessary priorities for obtaining materials and 
plant equipment. This will provide a much-needed contribution to supply the 
present power shortage in the Pacific coast area, and an also much-needed co! 
tribution in taxes to State and National incomes, without requiring any invest 
ment whatever of Federal funds so badly needed for other purposes. 
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STATEMENT OF CALIFORNIA-PACIFIC UTILITIES Co. IN OPPOSITION TO THE APPROVAL 
or H. R. 5743 


The California-Pacifie Utilities Co. and its predecessors have had the respon- 
sibility of supplying the electrical energy requirements of Union, Baker, and Grant 
Counties and portions of Harney County for the past 35 years. Never during this 
period has there been a shortage of power in this area. The electrical require- 
ments have expanded 160 percent during the past 514 years, Our plans to serve 
the area contemplate continued increases at this rate, and we have made adequate 
arrangements to have any desired service available well in advance of the time 
it will be required. 

These plans do not anticipate any assistance from the Bonneville Power 
Administration, the Department of the Interior, or any other Federal bureau. 
We will be able to adequately serve all of the foreseeable requirements of the 
area, relying solely upon facilities provided and financed by private capital 
without any assistance from facilities constructed with Federal money. The 
foregoing statements establish the fact that we have been taking care of the needs 
of the area we serve in Oregon adjacent to the proposed Hells Canyon develop 
ment, and further, that we have anticipated and will provide for its future 
growth. Should this growth require facilities in excess of those now anticipated, 
we will make adjustments in our program to the end that a firm supply of power 
will be available. 

In previous years efforts have been made to discredit our ability to serve the 
area in which we operate. But the facts remain no customer has been denied 
service in any amount. All obligations have been fulfilled. It is our belief 
such attacks and insinuations are wholly unjustified unless they are being used 
to create a background for a second invasion of our service area by the Bon 
neville Power Administration. If past patterns are any criterion, such strategy 
will be followed by municipal ownership or People’s Utility District agitation 
designed to turn our service area into public ownership. 

The California Pacific Utilities Co. operations in Union, Baker, Grant, and 

Harney Counties of Oregon is a relatively small electric utility operation. It is 
serving an agricultural area with practically no natural resources, except lum- 
bering and some mining, which are attractive to industry. The use of electric 
service in our area is above the national average and our domestic rates are below 
the national average, but there is not sufficient business or prospects of sufficient 
business to support two electric service organizations in this thinly populated 
area. 
The authorization of this proposed Hells Canyon high dam means that the 
Bonneville Power Administration will further invade our area. In fact, our 
fears are well substantiated by a letter directed to the city of Baker, Oreg., by 
the Bonneville Power Administration dated May 16, 1951. A photostat copy of 
the letter is attached as a part of this statement. To us it is an appalling con- 
dition that prior to any congressional consideration or approval or allocation 
of funds, direct solicitations have been made to sell power, and delivery dates 
have been proposed. 

If the Bonneville Power Administration is suecesful in taking away from us 
the commercial, industrial, and domestic business we now serve within the 
stiall city of Baker, leaving us only the thinly populated small rural communi 
ties and farm lines to serve, we must either raise our rates a great deal or go 
bankrupt We also believe such actions to be unjustified, detrimental to our 
business efforts, completely unfair but evidently necessary to promote the aims 
of the Bonneville Power Administration without regard to any moral concept 
of business, 

Construction of Hells Canyon will mean the elimination of our company and 
the forcing of the people of the area into the acceptance of electric service from 
a public agency of some type. The people of the area have twice voted on this 
problem and each time have rejected the proposal that they accept electric 
service from a publie utility district by more than three to one. 

In conclusion, we earnestly petition this honorable committee to deny the 
approval of H. R. 5748 and thus permit the continued area development by the 
people through their free enterprise investments, 

Respectfully submitted. 


ELMER FE. KINE, 
Vice President. California Utilities Co 
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UNrrep STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, 
May 16, i 
Mr. G. S. VERGEER, 
City Manager, Baker, Oreg. 

Dear Mr. VERGEER: Subject to the availability of appropriations and mat: 
for this purpose, the Bonneville Administration proposes to energize by Lece 
ber of 1954 a 220-66 kilovolt substation in the vicinity of Baker, Oreg. 'T!y 
substation will be on one of the 220-kilovolt transmission lines connecting 

fells Canyon Dam with the Administration’s system. 

The enclosed copy of the Administration's advance program will give you 
further details. 

Power from the proposed Baker substation could be made available to th 
city of Baker under the usual type of contract and rate schedules availabl 
a preferred customer. I am enclosing a copy of the Administration’s wholesale 
power rate schedules for your information. 

If the city of Baker is interested in purchasing power from the Bonneville 
Administration, I would appreciate receiving from you an estimate of the city’s 
requirements. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. R. RicuMonp, Jr., Manager 


Mr. Encir. When we get back at a later time, we will try to hear 
you and in conference with the gentlemen from Idaho the chairman 
will try to work out a series of hearings in order to get into this 
matter further. 

It is perfectly obvious we haven't done anything but seratch the 
surface for the time being. 

Mr. Houston. May I say, Mr. Chairman, that I feel very honored 
to have had the privilege to speak before you gentlemen and I am 
sorry I took so much time. 

Mr. Eneute. You have been a very informative and excellent wit- 
ness and we are delighted to have had you. 

Mr. Hatiock. May it be understood that I am excused from the 
rigors of this cross-examination, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Enorte. Mr. Hallock, I had almost forgotten about you. 

Without objection, Mr. Hallock wil be excused from the rigors of 
the pending cross-examination. 

The committee will stand adjourned until further notice. 

(Whereupon, at 12:12 p. m., the committee adjourned to further 
notice. ) 
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TUESDAY, JUNE 17, 1952 


Houser or Representatives, 
CoMMITYER ON INTERIOR AND TNsULAR AFFAIRS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Irricarion anp RecLaMaATIoNn, 
Washington, D. C., 

The subcommittee met at 10 o'clock, Hon. Clair Engle, chairman of 
the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Enerr. We have before us H. R. 5745, by our distinguished 
chairman, Mr. Murdock, to authorize construction and prep ase and 
maintenance of the Snake River reclamation project by the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

This is commonly known as the Hells Canyon project. We have 
called these further hearings to listen to some further testimony by 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The first witness is Mr. H. R. Stinson, who will speak on the legal 
considerations. 

Mr. STINSON. 

Mr. Murpock. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Stinson proceeds, T won- 
der if I might make a comment / 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. Murdock. 

Mr. Murpockx. Hearings were begun on this bill some time ago, and 
at a time when I was away, so I wasn’t able to hear all of the hear- 
ings—in fact, I wasn’t able to hear any of them. However, I did 
read most, if not all, of the transcripts. 

I find that the hearings have not been quite completed and IT ain 
very anxious that they be completed and I am anxious to listen to the 
hearings in this second installment, but before Mr. Stinson begins his 
discussion, I would like to express a view. 

As was brought out in the first hearing, I introduced this as a depart 
mental bill, on request, and I urged upon a reluctant subcommittee to 
have further hearings in order that we might get as nearly complete 
a record as we could, even though we may not expect to carry through 
further than to establish a record. 

This is one of the great power possibilities of the Pacific Northwest, 
and Lam interested in the production of power. I am even more 
interested in the reclamation of land. 

As I said a year or so ago, to Mr. Budge and others, there is 2 
great similarity between the relationship of the Snake River to the 
State of Idaho and its possibility to the States on the coast, as com- 
pared with my own State of Arizona, the Gila River, and its relation- 
ship to the west coast. 

Now T hope Mr. Stinson will touch on this: How is it possible to 
gel maximum power development and get it before reclamation is 
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done, so that the rights, the water rights in Idaho, can be fully saf\ 
guarded, 

That is a thing that I am particularly interested in, remembering 
what has taken plac e in the Pacific Southwest. 

We have this same question posed by other bills. Power develop- 
ment is called for immediately, as part of the defense program. I think 

reclamation is equally « ‘alled for by the number of hungry mouths 

added to our population each year, but that isn’t so ev ident a demand 
as the power demand. 

That is the one thing I wanted to stress, Mr. Chairman, and felloy 
committeemen, 

Mr. Eneve. Thank you very much, Mr. Murdock. 

Now, Mr. Stinson, do you have a prepared statement 


STATEMENT OF H. R. STINSON, REGIONAL ATTORNEY, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION, BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. Stinson. Mr. Chairman, I do have a prepared statement. | 
want to file it for the record at the close of a summary. 

Mr. Enere. Without objection, your prepared statement will |) 
included at the end of your extemporaneous remarks. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Stinson. Thank you. 

You may wonder when I get through with my extemporaneous state- 
ment whether that isn’t the prepared one. It will be fairly long, I 
believe. We are dealing with a very complicated bill. I wish to dis 
cuss every section of this bill, but Iam particularly interested in cis- 
cussing section 2, which relates to water rights, a section which I fee! 
that I can approach in a discursive way and from a dispassionate 
point of view. I don’t think there is any mysticism about. it. 

There are problems, but they can be solved. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Stinson, you are the regional attorney for thie 
Bureau of Reclamation / 

Mr. Stinson. From Boise, Idaho. I want to say Iam a citizen of 
Idaho, if there is any doubt about that, right at the start. 

Mr. Minter. Are you on the payroll of the Bureau of Reclamation! 

Mr. Stinson. Yes; I centainly am. 

Mr. Minter. You represent them here this morning / 

Mr. Stinson. I do represent them here this morning. 

Mr. Muxier. Thank you. 

Mr. Stinson. Before making a formal statement about the bill, | 
want to remind you gentlemen that this is June 17, 1952. There is a 
basic reclamation law that was passed by this Congress just 50 years 
ago. Maybe that isa coincidence. It is a very important coincidence 
to bear in mind, and I had occasion several years ago to read some of 
the legislative history of that early act, and I came across a little 
phrase, I think quoted by some gentleman from Pennsylvania, I am 
not quite sure, but he was speaking disparagingly of engineers in 
general, and people that deal with reelamation. 

He didn’t like the bill and so he said with respect to eve srything 
here, I use the old Latin phrase, “cum grano salis,” which T understand 
to mean “take it with a grain of salt.” 
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1 will supply a little salt with my statements here, but I want to 
tell vou Tam sincere in the discussion of this bill. Ithink we can learn 
by exchange of ideas and a discussion of problems that are in this bill. 

“There are four major purposes to this bill. The first one is to 
authorize Hells Canyon Dam and power plant. That comprises the 
Hells Canyon division: the second is to authorize the Scriver Creek 
power plants of the Snake River wroject. They are the Scriver Creek 
power plants of what are identified as the Mountain Home division. 

The second purpose is to provide protection to existing water rights 
and future water rights, a section which I will expound on consider- 
ably later. The third is a section relating to the marketing of 
power and providing a reservation of a block of power for purchase 
hy the State of Idaho. 

“And the fourth is a section, and an important section, although it 
has not been given the attention it should have been given heretofore, 
a section that will provide for assistance to future irrigation develop- 
ments from the power revenues that would accrue to this kind of 
nu project. 

I wish to discuss sections 1,3, and 4 first, and then spend most of 
my time on section 2, as a closing discussion. 

‘Section 1 is—well, it is sort of a keystone of the bill, for it is the 
one that would authorize the works that are proposed to be built 
now. It deseribes the works to be authorized by reference to some 
official documents. It describes the works to be built as the Hells 
Canyon division, for example, by reference to volume II of the House 
Document No. 473 of the Eighty-first Congress, as that report is 
amended and supplemented by a Secretary's report dated May 11, 1951. 

The Seriver Creek power plants are described by reference to an- 
other report dated May 11, 1951. 

A point has been made at some point of time, I believe it was by 
Mr. Fred Taylor, who appeared in the earlier hearings, that in some 
vague way the reference to these reports greatly expanded and made 
less clear what kind of legislative authority is being sought by this bill. 

I wish to make it very clear as a lawyer and, as I see this, that 
the reference to the documents at this point is a reference only for the 
purpose of getting a physical description of the works to be built. 
It has no other purpose. 

Section | does make a reference to the governing law in this case, 
and it provides that the governing law shall be the Federal reclamation 
laws, a well-known and well-identified body of law with which you 
ventlemen are well acquainted, as that body of law would be supple- 
nented or modified specifically by this particular bill. 

— That would be the only governing law with respect to these projects 
if they are authorized. 

Mr. Poutson. At that point, would that mean that by the passage 
of this bill we would be starting a new precedent whereby the Bureau 
of Reclamation would be going in for power development exclusively, 
as they are in this bill 4 

Mr. Stinson. I think this is not exclusively a power development. 

Mr. Poutson. Will you show me where there is reclamation / 
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Mr. Stinson. If you will bear with me while I come go section 4, 
J think I can show you there is a very direct and very importa 
relationship to reclamation. A 

It is perhaps the most important relationship that we have in future 
developments of this kind. There is a very direct relationship to 
reclamation. That comes to the point of whether the fact that the 
statement of purposes which appears in section 1 of this bill— 

Mr. Buper. May I ask a question at that point, Mr. Chairman / 

Mr. EnGie. Do you mind yielding for a question / 

Mr. Stinson. No. I will be here all morning and tomorrow. 

Mr. Encie. I take it, Mr. Stinson, you will be glad to be inte: 
rupted to clear things up as you go along? 

Mr. Stinson. I certainly will. That is my job here. 

Mr. Bupér. Mr. Stinson, we have now a new pay-out schedule. 
This is the third one that has been filed by the Bureau. I note thai 
under the pay-out schedule as filed, that if the 3 percent interes 
goes to the Treasury, as the Secretary of Interior stated it would, 
that at the end of the 50-year period, you start having a little money 
left over for reclamation. 

Where are the benfits for reclamation? IL am very interested 
furthering reclamation in my State. I would like to know where the 
money is coming from under this pay-out schedule. 

Mr. Stinson. Although I’don’t have the pay-out schedule in front 
of me, I believe it was prepared without any reference to an irrigatio: 
development. Under the reclamation law, power revenues from an 
associated power development and under this bill from the Hells 
Canyon project, would be available for application to irrigation 
costs in excess of what the water users could pay in the statutory 
payment period. 

There are three ways in which you can get that kind of assistance: 
under the Federal reclamation laws, and ip which you could get 11 
under this bill. I don’t recall exactly what the Secretary said about 
this interest going into the Treasury. Certainly it would up to the 
point of time that you had an irrigation development authorized 
under section 4 of this bill. 

That gets you off into the field of the interest component, and tlie 
solicitor’s opinion, I don’t know how far you want to go into that. 
I should like to defer that if I may until I get to a discussion of 
section 4. 

Mr. Bupeér. I would like to know where the money is coming frou 
for the reclamation development. I have before me the pay-out 
schedule which was filed by the Bureau in the committee print, whic! 
they recently furnished the committee. 

Mr. Stinson. I will answer that question, Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Buper. We started out with the figures to be repaid, we show 
the sale of power and we show the balance to be repaid, and we get 
down in the fifty-first year after the construction of this proje: 
and at that time there is some $2 million which would be available 
for irrigation. 

So far as I can see from the pay-out schedule, there is no other mone) 
available in the fifty-first year. 

Mr. Stinson. That assumes that you apply all power revenues 
under a pay-out schedule year by year first to the power investment 
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and that is the practice, but may I ask, Mr. Budge, I would like to 
deal with that in section 4. 

| will answer it now if you insist. 

Mr. Buper. To me, that is the most important thing. 

Mr. Srixson. That or water rights. 

Mr. Poctson. I think water is more important. If you can’t take 
water, they will take it all out of the river. 

They will file it under “Available water.” 

Mr. Srivson. I will deal with each of these questions in turn, if 
you will just give me this opportunity. 
~ Mr. Pourson. Everything vou have said so far we have heard 
three or four times, so go ahead. 

Mr. Encur. We are dealing with the pay-out question or with the 
legal question? Let’s find out where we are. 

Mr. Srinson. I can answer every question—I will try to answer 
every question. 

Mr. Excite. Mr. Budge’s question was directed to the pay-out 
matter. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, the witness stated when he started 
here, he testified before the committee, I think, on two or three ocea- 
sions at prior hearings, he has filed two written statements, he has 
filed another one this morning, and throughout the hearing before 
we had the talk about further reclamation in Idaho under this bill. 

Now he says this morning that he is going to discuss each of the 
provisions of this bill in detail and I want to know where the money 
is coming from for the further reclamation in my State of Idaho, and 
{ think that is a very simple question. 

The pay-out schedule is filed. I would like the witness’ comment 
as to where the money is coming from. 

Mr. Encie. You mean for further reclamation / 

Mr. Buper. For further reclamation in the State of Idaho, or any 
place else, for that matter, under this bill. 

Mr. Stinson. First, let me correct you, Mr. Budge. I have filed 
only one statement. I have not yet formally testified before this 
committee. I have not yet discussed the entire bill. That is why I 
am here today and I would like to do that. 

Mr. Bunce. It won't take you very long to tell me what this 82 
million item is down here at the end of the fifty-first year. 

Mr. Srinson. All power revenues beginning with that kind of a 
schedule beginning with the year in which the initial power investment 
had been paid out would be applied to irrigation assistance, all power 
revenues from the Hells Canyon power plant, all power revenues from 
the Seriver Creek power plants. That is the same kind of a pay-out 
that we presented to this committee in connection with Palisades Dam. 

You look at Palisades’ pay-out and you will find that you do not 
have any power revenues available for assistance to irrigation until 
you come to the end of the power pay-out. This kind, as I have 
pointed out, is no different than you have on Palisades where there is 
assistance from power revenues, the same kind. 

Mr. Bupee. In other words, then the first money for reclamation in 
ly State comes in 51 years! 











644 HELLS CANYON DAM 


Mr. Stinson. So far as money, but under the Federal reclamation 
laws the practice has been, and it is supported by law, to authorize 
irrigation developments, knowing that there will be power revenies 
available to return irrigation cost, by the outset of the irrigation ce 
velopment allocating irrigation cost for repayment from power 
revenues, 

That tests its feasibility. It gives you the basis, then, for going to 
the Congress to get irrigation dev elopments authorized. You do not 
have to wait under the Federal rectamation law until you have money 
in the till. That is the basic principle of power assistance under 
Federal reclamation law. 

It isatest of feasibility. You make the allocation as of the time you 
have the irrigation development authorized. You have met the test 
of feasibility. It is then up to the Congress to appropriate the money 
for the irrigation development based upon that kind of a test of 
feasibility. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, I will yield back, but I would like to 
comment that under their own pay-out schedule, there will be no money 
available for reclamation in my State or any place else under this bill 
for 51 years. 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. Stinson, will you proceed with your statement in 
order ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. Thank you. 

I think I was commenting still with respect to section 1 and com- 
menting on the statement of purposes that appear in that section. 
The statement of purposes that appears in the printed bill before vou 
does not include irrigation. I think that does not detract from the 
fact that the bill is an irrigation bill in some aspects. 

The bill should have that statement of purposes. The statement of 
purposes in Federal legislation, as I understand it, and this is a well- 
established practice, has been to let the bill state on its face. let it 
show on its face that the works to be authorized are within the con- 
stitutional power of the Federal Government. 

The Secretary, on March 31, when this matter on the omission of 
the irrigation purpose was called to his attention, immediately wrote 
to this committee and urged that there be an amendment of the bill to 
recognize the irrigation purpose. 

I might say in that regard with respect to some of the early stages 
of this bill, I don’t think it is any secret that at some point when we 
were negotiating about this bill, there was a specific proposal that 
there be a qualified authorization of the Payette unit of the Mountain 
Home Division. 

The Bureau of Reclamation people who were negotiating at that 
point of time urged very strongly that that kind of qualified authoriza- 
tion be inthe bill. We made much progress, very nearly reached agree- 
ment with various Idaho interests, including the Governor of Idaho, 
on a kind of a bill that would include that kind of an authorization. 

However, at levels a good deal higher than I, the decision was 
reached that that would not be consistent with the program of the 
President at this time. I think it was in connection with the dropping 
of the qualified authorization of the Payette unit that the term 
“irrigation” in section 1, was omitted, inadvertently. It should be 
put back in. 
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Vr. Bow. Mr, Stinson, would you yield to me for a question, while 
you are on the purposes of the authorization of the bill 4 

\Ir. STINSON. Yes. 

Mr. Bow. One of the authorizations goes to the question of energy 
urgently needed for national defense. 

When do you contemplate completion of this project if it is author- 
ized ¢ 

Mr. Srrxson. I will have to give you my recollection. 1 don't 
profess to be an expert on all of those dates and figures, but my recol- 
lection is now that there could be storage available within five years 
after the dam was first started. 

Now storage would be usable downstream. My recollection is that 
the first unit at the dam itself could be ready for service in about 
6 years. 

Am I correct in that / 

Mr. Bow. My recollection is 1959-60 is about the period that was 
testified to. 

Mr. Drrruer. The first unit is scheduled for September 1957, stor- 
ave in August 1957, according to the data of schedule that I have. 

Mr. Eneir. Will the gentleman who is speaking identify himself 
for the record so that the reporter's record will show who answered 
that question ¢ 

Mr. Dirrmer. My name is Dittmer, power manager of Bonneville 
Power Administration. I have appeared previously. at hearings here. 

Mr. Bow. The information as filed with the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and WSB and other agencies of Government indicate that we will 
reach our peak of national defense production sometime in 1954. 

You claim that any benefits which we would derive from this proj- 
ect would begin by 1954, at which time we will have reached our peak 
of national defense production. 

Mr. Srrnson. Tam not sure I can answer that kind of a question. 
I can just give you a lay opinion. ‘This business of defense, I believe. 
asacitizen isa long-range business. We have seen what has happened 
inthe Northwest with respect to blocks of power coming in from time 
to time when there was no relationship to defense that could be seen, 
but in the long run there was a very vital relationship to defense. 

I won't answer you now in terms of the defense program and exactly 
how this gears into the defense program. I suggest you ask that kind 
of question to Mr. Dittmer. I am just giving you my own lay 
impression. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Would you yield on that point ? 

General Eisenhower has repeatedly spoken on that point and Mr. 
Truman spoke on it the other night, and I think that if there is any- 
body in this country who has any doubt about this being a long-term 
pull as far as military operation is concerned, they had better get 
themselves informed from the high-talking chiefs as to what they 
are saving about it. 

The general specifically stated that this might well entail 26, 30 or 
more years, where we would have to stand on the alert, and Mr. 
Truman in his address to the United States the other day pointed out 
to us that this was a full-scale operation. 

I think we are into this mudhole for easily 25 years, so it seems to 
me that if this project is developed, inside of 10 years it will make its 
contribution to the military. 
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I don’t see how you can avoid that. 

Mr. Buper. If the gentleman from Michigan will yield to me. 

Mr. Crawrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Buper. I would agree fully with the comment of the gentleian 
from Michigan. However, i in using that phrase, in the purposes of 
the bill, you may be running into a situation which under the Supreme 
Court would declare this bill constitutional where they might not 
otherwise. Over a 25-year period I don’t believe we should put that 
language in every bill because of its danger upon the effect of the 
legal interpretation. 

“Mr. Crawrorp. I agree with you. 

Mr. Ener. The Chair would like to acknow ledge the presence and 
interest here of Congressman Wood of Idaho. 

We are glad to have you, Mr. Wood. 

You may proceed, Mr. Stinson. 

Mr. Stinson. I would like to discuss now section 3 of the bill. 
um passing over section 2 to come back to it. 

Mr. Enos. I wish you wouldn’t leave the most important for the 
end. We have a way of never getting to the most important. 

Mr. Strnson. I hope we will. I certainly want to answer every 
possible question with respect to section 2, and I will not take very 
long with sections 3 and 4. 

Section 3 of this bill relates to the marketing of power and provides 
specifically that a block of power shall be made available for pur- 
chase by the State of Idaho. The power is defined as 300,000 kilo 
watts of power from the Hells Canyon division and such energy as 
might be associated therewith, within a contract demand, a maximum 
contract demand of 300,000 kilowatts. 

There are some time limits with respect to the exercise of that right 
to purchase by the State of Idaho. There are also some provisions 
recognizing that if you are in a defense situation, that the power 
may, in the national interest, be needed elsewhere before the State of 
Idaho would wish to exercise its entire right, and recognizes that if 
that is done, that the period of time in which the State of Idaho 
could acquire the balance of that block of power would thereby be 
extended. 

The provisions of section 3 are not a limitation on the amount of 
power that would be available for marketing in the State of Idaho, 
nor are they a limitation on the amount of power that the State of 
Idaho could buy. They are rather an assurance that there will be 
that block of power as a minimum for purchase by the State of Idaho. 

There has been much discussion 

Mr. Buper. Would you please Jet me ask a short question right 
there ¢ 

Mr. Srtnson. Yes. 

Mr. Bupee. Mr. Stinson, isn’t it correct that each of the attorneys 
from Idaho who have gone over this power allotment have concluded 
that under the constitution of the State of Idaho, the State could not 
purchase the power in the manner you have set forth here? Isnt 
that a fair statement ? 

Mr. Srinson. Let me answer it this way, Mr. Budge: 

In two parts: First, this particular provision was not the one 
desired by the Interior Department. ‘This is a provision that grew 
out of insistence of a group representing Idaho interests, including the 





Phan 
CS of 
reme 
T not 
that 
F the 


r the 


very 
very 


vides 
pur- 
kilo- 
ry as 
num 


“ight 
s10ns 
ower 
te of 
at if 
daho 
vy be 


it of 
laho, 
e of 
ll be 


laho. 


ight 


neys 
aded 
| not 
Isn’t 


one 
rrew 
yr the 


HELLS CANYON DAM 647 


Governor, negotiating with the Bureau of Reclamation—they insisted 
that the bill be stated in terms of the right of the State of Idaho to 
purchase in its own name a block of power. 

The constitutional situation is not that there is a bar to the State 
buying power or creating an agency, as I see it; there is, however, a 
rather difficult hurdle that would have to be overcome. The State 
constitution does have a debt limitation, and it is provided that 
for an agency created by the State, in order that that agency could 
assume a long-range large obligation, my recollection is now something 
in excess of $2 million, in order to assume that kind of an obligation, 
the legislation creating the agency and giving the power to the agency 
would have to be presented to the general electorate. Maybe that is 
bad. I don't know. People still vote. 

It would be difficult, certainly. 

Mr. Buper. You are aware of the constitutional provisions in Idaho, 
and this committte had up before the committee a while back, the 
mall projects bill introduced by Mrs. Bosone of Idaho. The Consti- 
tution of Idaho and practically all the Western States says the credit 
of the State cannot be pledged and our Supreme Court has specifically 
held, and I think that opinion has been voted to several times, that 
the State could not enter into such an agreement as this, nor could 
t lend its credit to a subdivision of the State to do so. 

Mr. Stinson. Except as it followed this rather tortuous path. 

Mr. Buper. It would be extremely tortuous. It could not be done 
within the time limitation you have set up for Idaho to get the power. 

Mr. Sriuxson. I am not sure about that, Congressman Budge. 
Maybe it would be difficult. I should say it could be done. Let me 
say again that this particular provision in this form was one that 
was put on us at the strongest insistence of this group, Southwestern 
Idaho, and the Governor. 

Mr. Buper. Just for the record, Governor Jordan didn’t take office 
until all of these conversations that you are referring to took place. 
He participated very briefly after he took office. 

Mr. Stinson. And very effectively. 

Mr. Buper. Well, we will concede that. 

Mr. Stinson. So far as the Interior Department is concerned, tliat 
kind of a reservation could be changed. I think that there is reason 
for a reservation of a block of power for this kind of an area. It 
is an upstream area. It is sort of the hinterland of the Columbia 
River Basin. It is not the area that has the great upsurge of industrial 
development at the present time and it needs some assurance that there 
will be a block of power available as and when the demand in that 
area grows. It is a very reasonable thing. 

The Secretary of the Interior has said that it is a reasonable thing. 
He has said, however, that rather than this kind of reservation that 
is questioned by the present State administration, it would be better 
if there were a reservation stated in terms of the area and I think one 
of that kind could be worked out. 

[think maybe that is all that needs to be said with respect to section 3. 

Mr. Murpocx. May I make a comment there, Mr. Chairman / 

Mr. Enere. Mr. Murdock. 

Mr. Murpock. I am interested in the power; yes. I am interested 
more in the irrigation phase, naturally. 
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Do we not have precedent, however, for something like this in the 
Boulder Canyon Project Act? The Boulder Canyon Project Act of 
1928 reserved a block of power for two States. Now, one of those 
States is Arizona. It has a debt limitation in its constitution. 

In years passed by—I won't say Arizona didn’t need that power—|] 
think they needed it before they got it, but they are just now getting 1 

Is there a means by which a block of power, when Idaho becomes 
industrialized, would be available even though it is years later than 
contemplated in this bill? 

Mr. Stinson. Congressman Murdock, I believe there is a way to 
write such a provision, but we found ourselves in this case in a stale- 
mate, 

We had worked very hard to arrive at a particular kind of provision 
that we did not recommend, but we agreed to in order to reach an 
agreement on an entire bill. 

I believe that if there was a sincere desire on the part of all interests 
to work out a reservation, that would do the very thing you are talking 
about. I believe it could be done. 

In the case of Boulder, you are more familiar with that than T, but 
my recollection is that the situation there was handled largely by 
some formalized regulations, that the actual reservation was pursuant 
to those regulations rather than being written into the bill. 

However, I am not too sure on that point. 

Mr. Merpock. You are wrong on that. However, I want a reserva- 
tion of power so that not all the power that would be produced is 
going—of course, I favor the greatest good to the greatest number 
but we have got to think of some of these new communities that are 
going to build into big communities, and that is second place only to 
the matter of the preservation of water rights. 

Mr. Srinson. IT want to touch now briefly on section 4 and then 
get to the one where you start to chew on me a while. 

Section 4 is the one that relates to assistance to irrigation. T said 
earlier that it has not been given enough attention in discussions 
on this bill. 

Tsay that again. It isan important section and it is a particularly 
important section on this fiftieth anniversary of the reclamation law, 
and it is particularly important when we are in this phase of the 
national economy that the Congress, or maybe I shouldn't say the Con 
gress—that the Nation as a whole sees fit and perhaps properly, to defer 
or to be very chary about getting into new starts. 

That is a difficult problem. We know that at the present time there 
is this demand for power. It is asserted to be a demand in terms of 
national defense. You raised awhile ago, Congressman Murdock, the 
question of how can we go ahead with power and protect our wate! 
rights. : 

I do want to talk about that, but we also have the probiem of how 
can we develop power and make sure that we can continue to hang 
onto the principal of assistance from power revenues to these irriga 
tion developments that will come along in the future. 

Mr. Mitier. May I ask you, the irrigation proposed is shown ii 
yellow on the map? 

Mr. Stinson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Miniter. How many acres are involved / 














1 the 
ct of 
Those 


OMNes 
than 


\ to 


rests 


king 


. but 
vy by 
Uanit 


rva- 
“lis 
er 
are 
lv to 


7 
then 


said 


arly 

law, 
the 
‘ou 


efer 


here 
sol 
the 
atel 


how 
wane 


ign 








HELLS CANYON DAM 649 


Mr. Srinson. Let me tell you in some general way about this: IT am 
not sure that I can give you right at the tip of the tongue acreages, but 
[can give you the number of projects and tell vou about some of them. 

The bill describes an area called the Central and Upper Snake River 
Basin, and it is the area, the drainage area of the Snake River down 
to and involving the Grand Ronde there. That includes a good part 
of Idaho, a little bit of Wyoming, some part of Nevada, and a good 
portion of eastern Oregon. Within that area, the principal project 
that has been given at least a reconnaissance survey, and a good deal 
more than that, is the Payette unit of the Mountain Home. 

That is the area shown in vellow in there, 1 believe, and maybe it 
includes that [indicating|. Anyway, that area includes 192.000 acres 
of irrigable land. 

That particular project illustrates particularly well the operation of 
this section 4 and why vou need it, even though in connection with the 
Mountain Home division, you do have two pretty-good sized power 
plants, the Seriver Creek power plants. 

My recollection is they will have installed capacity of something 
ever a hundred thousand—97,500, T was a little bit high—of installed 
capacity. Nevertheless, in that kind of a development, which is even 
as we judge them now, a fairly high-cost per acre development, never- 
theless, we say it is sound—— 

Mr. Buner. Right there, what is the Bureau’s estimate for reclaim- 
ing the Mountain Home project ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. T believe we have a fairly current figure that runs 
right around a thousand dollars an acre irrigation cost. 

Mr. Buper. Actually, your total cost is around fifteen hundred 
dollars per acre, isn’t it / 

Mr. Stinson. Not for irrigation costs, I don’t believe. 

Mr. Poutson. Forgetting the fantastic price of $1,000 an acre, 
let’s go back, and how are you going to get water when you filed on 
all the water in that river that is not filed on now and not being used / 
Won't these people on this $1,000 an acre land have to take water rights 

that are subservient to yours ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. No: they will not, and I will answer that question 
specifically. 

Mr. Poutson, That is your version. There are other versions. 

Mr. Srrnson. I am trying to speak in terms of the law. May I 
answer that when I get to section 2? 

Mr. Poutson. 1 want to correct you on one statement. You made 
a statement that Congress saw fit to defer this construction. I want 
to inform you— 

Mr. Stinson. T paused. 

Mr. Pounson. That the President was the party who deferred con- 
struction, 

Mr. Stinson. Congressman Poulson, I backed up right there and 
said the national position seemed to be. 

Mr. Povunson. Let’s put it in the record, it is the President. 

Mr. Stinson. You put itin. I say it isthe national program at the 
present time. IT don’t know how that program is derived. 

Let me go on— 

_ Mr. Poutson. I would like to say for the record also right at this 
time that our esteemed chairman, Mr. Murdock, made the opening 
statement that we were holding these hearings just to get a record. 
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And evidently that was an admission that they dont intend to put 
the bill out. 

Now the people who evidently will be supporting the bill, we notice, 
are not here now. There are 22 members of this subcommittee. There 
are nine Republicans present and there are only three Democrats. Now 
is this a lack of interest in this particular project and are we just 
taking our time hearing you talk about the political factions? 

Let's get down to the real meat of this thing and have it over with 
as soon as possible. 

Mr. Srrnson. I believe there is a lot of meat in this bill. There is 
a lot of meat in section 4, there is a lot of meat in section 2. I will dig 
up the piec es of meat as we go along. 

Mr. Poutson. I see no reason why we even have to stay and liste) 
to you. The bill is not going out.” The chairman, the head of the 
Democrats of the committee here admitted it in his opening stat 
ment that we are just holding hearings and I know it is not gomg out, 

I can tell you, there are not enough votes, so I think we are just 
spending a lot of needless time to have you come and talk with us. 

Mr. Srinson. I am very sorry I am taking your time, Congressman 
Poulson. 

Mr. Murpvock. Mr. Chairman, I think that needs to be cleared up 
a little bit. 

Mr. Poutson. Get your statement in the record and have the re- 
porter read it. 

Mr. Murpvock. I don’t need to refer to my former statement. 

You have here several days of hearing. The clerk showed me a 
stack of transcripts, perhaps 10 inches high. Men have come clear 
across this continent to speak on this bill. That is ane xpensive thing. 

This is a big and vital matter. This is one of the last great power 
developments in the Northwest. What are we going to do with it‘ 
If this committee takes no action, there may be another committee 
of Congress which will take some action on it, if the United States of 
America needs that power badly enough. 

Mr. Poutson. I will be back here next year. 

Mr. Murpock. We don't want to go through all this again next 
vear. I want a record here put down in black and white so that 
can study it. Whether we take any action on this bill or not, some- 
body is going to take some action on it. 

Mr. Enexe, It is obvious I think, we can’t do it all in one bite and 
we cannot always get our time to fight either to suit everybody. 

Mr. Poutson, Is this an admission then, that the people who are 
going to support you, Mr. Murdock, take orders and just come over 
in time to vote? ‘They are not here to listen to the testimony. Tan 
looking at all those blank spaces over there. 

Mr. Stinson. Maybe they are convinced. 

Mr. Eneur. May I suggest we are not moving ahead as far as the 
testimony is concerned and everybody has a right to say what the) 
think but can’t we get some testimony here ? 

Mr. Srixson. I should like the opportunity. 

Mr. Eneie. Mr. Stinson, you are on section 4, I believe. 

Mr. Stinson. On section 4. I will take just a moment to fini-!i 
that, then I want to get to section 2. 

I was responding to a question here about the area to be developed, 
what the potential developments are. There are some 44 project 
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potentially, in that area. I think in my written statement I do have 
the figures on the acreage. I don't have it at the tip of my tongue. 
What I do want to illustrate with respect to this Payette unit, what 
section 4 means. Section 4 provides that there may be authorized 
after a report to the Congress as divisions of this Snake River project, 
these additional irrigation developments, and when authorized as 
divisions of that project, those divisions would have under the Federal 
reclamation law the right to participate in all project power revenues 
and in the—— 

Mr. Mirier. At that point, vou said there were about 44 projects. 
They are being studied now as to whether they are feasible / 

Mr. Srinson. That is right. 

Mr. Mitcer. We are not sure whether they are going to show the 
right ratio of feasibility, I presume ? 

Mr. Stinson. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitier. Until those studies are in? 

Mr. Srixson. That is right. Under section 4, no division would be 
authorized automatically. It would have to come up to this committee 
with a report showing the then benefit cost ratio and the then cost, 
and it would be for this committee to determine but the principles 
would be the principles of assistance from these project power 
revenues. 

Mr. Bupcr. W''] you tell me where the money comes from? 

Mr. Stinson. Yes. I told you a while ago it comes from power 
revenues, and it comes therefrom, under that kind of a pay-out study, 
when you have paid out the commercial power investment. 

Mr. Buner. Which is 51 vears by this statement filed by the Bureau / 

Mr. Stinson. That is right. if you apply all the power revenues first 
to the commercial power investment. 

Mr. Buper. In other words you can’t assist any of those projects for 
at least 51 years, if your pay-out schedule is correct ? 

Mr. Stinson. You can assist them immediately with the authoriza- 
tion of this project for the practice has been under the Federal 
reclamation laws to determine feasibility in terms of the long-range 
picture on power revenues, and if you can allocate and show pay-out, 
if you can allocate irrigation costs, even though it is not paid until 
50 vears hence, the project measures up to the test of feasibility, laid 
down by the committee, and the Congress. 

That is perfectly accepted interpretation of the law. It doesn’t in- 
volve you In any controversy over interest component. 

Mr. Buper. At that point will you explain to the committee what 
subsection (c) of section 4 is intended todo? Subsection (c) of section 
t, 

Mr. Srinson, That is the section that reads: 

The provisions of this section shall be operative only until such time as the 
basin account of more extensive geographic application within the Pacific 
Northwest has been established, pursuant to statute which makes provision for the 
inclusion of the Snake River project in such an account. 


That is a provision that you could strike out of the bill or leave 
as you should choose. The purpose was to have the bill consistent 
with a basin account bill, if the Congress at a later date should enact 
a basin account bill. And the inelusion would depend on action by 
the Congress. That seems a rather straight forward statement of 
the purpose of the section. There is nothing hidden in it. 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. I have a question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I would like to know why the words starting at the 
bottom of page 8, “additional Federal reclamation developments 
proposed to be constructed * * ** on through line 11, are nece- 
sary. It would seem to me that those projects can be authorized and 
reports can be made without that langnage in the bill. 

Mr. Srinson. That is the language reading “additional Feders 
reclamation developments * * *"% 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is right, down through line 11 on the next 
page, which simply says that construction of these projects may be 
authorized and studies may be made. I don’t know any reason why 
we can’t authorize those projects and make those studies without 
that language in the bill. 

Mr. Srinson. I think there are pretty good reasons for having it 
though, Congressman D’ Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is what I would like to know. 

Mr. Stinson. The first sentence was to make it absolutely clea 
that there could not be an automatic authorization of new divisions 
as part of this project. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is possible in the Columbia Basin automatic 
authorization, 

Mr. Stinson. No, it is not but the basin account bill, Congressman 
D’Ewart, also carried a provision that there should be a report back 
to the Congress, and the works would not be deemed authorized until 
the Congress had acted. You know, by George, some of our difficulties 
between the Executive and the Congress is that we haven't come back 
to the Congress often enough—— 

Mr. Pountson. Say that again. 

Mr. Stinson. All right, I will say it again, that is important, and 
that is why this provision is in this bill. It is important to come 
back to the committee with our reports and get them authorized and 
I think that is point No. 1, Congressman D’Ewart. 

Mr. Enere. In other words it shuts off the automatic authorizing 
provisions ¢ 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We had that in the Columbia Basin without that 
provision. 

Mr. Ener. If this bill is enacted into law and you have a project 
set up under the Reclamation law in this bill, then you automatically 
incorporate, do you not, the automatic authorizing features of the 
reclamation law of 1939. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes, but even that wouldn't make possible automatic 
provisions because there are features in these projections that would 
require legislative action. 

Mr. Srinson. That is right. You could still have an automatic 
authorization if you had a small unit that was completely self-sustain- 
ing, but our premise here is that in the main we don’t have that sort 
of thing and we can make them fit under the reclamation law by 
treating only this whole area as a project but we believe that we 
ought not do that before coming to the Congress and we believe 
coming to the Congress. We ought to report pretty fully to it. 

. Mr. Buper. When you say the whole area, as I read subsection («) 
here of section 4, sooner or later you are not talking about this area 
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hut vou are talking about a Columbia Basin account to take in all 
of the Northwest. 

Mr. Stinson. We are if Congress so provides, but the Congress 
would be the organism that would finally decide that issue. 

Mr. Buper. That is what subsection (¢) is intended to do. is it not é 

Mr. Stinson. Not of itself. 

Mr. Buper. It shows the purpose of this legislation is eventually 
to set up a Columbia Basin account. 

Mr. Stinson. No, it does not show that at all. It shows that if 
there is one set up by the Congress, and the Congress includes these 
projects within that account, then they will be covered. 

Mr. Buper. Why does it need to be in here if it takes some sub- 
sequent action of the Congress to set up the account / 

Mr. Stinson. We believe that because there was pending before the 
Congress and still is, a basin account bill, there ought to be some 
indication of the possible relationship, still recognizing that it takes 
action of the Congress. Now if it made anybody happier it wouldn't 
change this bill any to strike subsection (c), if that were the only 
comma you wanted to jiggle in the whole bill. 

Mr. Bunge. Subsection (c) does nothing. It simply shows to me 
what the intention of the interested department is and that is to set up 
a Columbia Basin account. 

Mr. Stinson. I don't want to argue Columbia Basin account with 
you. I spent 6 weeks before the Senate committee on that and it 
is not the horrendous thing it is sometimes represented to be. 

Mr. Mitirr. You speak about coming back to Congress on these 
irrigation projects approval. Does your State law under this bill 
require that the people themselves agree to bind themselves and form 
a legal irrigation district under State laws, or do they in the final 
analysis have little to sav about it ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. I think the answer is, to the first part of your ques- 
tion, that there are such requirements of State law and that we recog- 
nize them under the reclamation law. We have in the State of Idaho 
in general two kinds of contracting organizations: Irrigation dis- 
tricts and irrigation companies organized under the corporate law of 
the State. The Bureau of Reclamation under the reclamation laws 
deals with both kinds and we are required under our 1939 Reclama- 
tion Project Act to deal with an organization of water users. We 
can't undertake these without having a contract. 

Mr. Minuer. Then may I ask, if the individuals in the corporation 
or those in the irrigation district, must they first agree to the terms 
of the irrigation project as to bonding their land, and so forth, before 
a legal district can be organized ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. I think the answer in the main is yes. This is a proc- 
ess for creating irrigation districts, and it depends on a petition of 
land owners. Now ordinarily, at least when you are dealing with new 
land you recognize that very often you have very few people there 
and we do have the situation of one group organizing a district and 
a quite different group thereafter becoming the owners of land in the 
district but we do have to deal with water users organizations. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Then I think you should add that vou have a com- 
Inission set up consisting of the governors and their representatives in 
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the Columbia Basin that passes on most of the activity on the Columbia 
Basin. 

Mr. Stinson. Congressman D’Ewart, I am not sure which you have 
inmind. We have the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee, which 
is strictly an advisory group. It passes on general programs. 

I wanted still to make a comment with respect to section 4, showing 
the relationship between power revenues on this Payette unit and this 
project in general; but I think, in view of the time, I had better get 
over to section 2. I will come back to section 4 if there is any oppor- 
tunity as to time. 

Section 2 is the one that deals with this much-discussed water-right 
problem. I said earlier that I believe it is the kind of problem that 
you can discuss without emotion. You can discuss it as lawyers. 
There are problems, surely, but I say that i are problems that can 
be solved. Men of good will who are trying to solve this kind of 
problem can solve it. 

If this project is a worthy project, as the proponents have surely 
testified that it is, if this were the only problem standing between 
authorization and not getting authorization, I haven't the slightest 
doubt in my mind that the problem could be solved to the satisfaction 
of all groups, all reasonable points of view. 

In discussing section 2, I need to state three things, to have them in 
my mind and to get them in your mind ; 

First, that in most Western States—and Idaho is foremost among 
them—the basic law of water is that he who is first in time is first 
in right; secondly, that by section 8 of the 1902 act the United States 
is directed, as to reclamation projects, to establish its rights in con- 
formity with State law; and, third, that in this instance we are dealing 
with a navigable stream—three things to keep in mind when we discuss 
this very tough, very difficult subject. 

The objectives of the Department of the Interior, as I see them in 
dealing with water rights in connection with a power development on 
a navigable stream, are two. The question is, If you agree with the 
objectives, then how do we attain them in Federal legislation relating 
to those kinds of projects? The objectives are, first of all, to give 
assurance that existing rights to consumptive use of water will be fully 
recognized; and, two, to give assurance that, within limits that are 
recognized as applicable to interstate streams, rights for power pro- 
duction at Federal downstream plants will not preclude the estab- 
lishment of future consumptive use upstream in a reasonable amount. 

The first objective, that of protecting existing rights, isn’t difficult 
to attain. The legal fact is that it would not ‘be necessary to write 
into section 2 any provision at all with respect to existing irrigation 

rights, for that protection would follow from the fact that the Con- 
gress wrote onto the books 50 years ago section 8 of the 1902 act. 

Mr. D’Ewart. The fact is that this does weaken rather than destroy. 

Mr. Stinson. Congressman D’Ewart, I don’t think so; but let me 
say, if it does, for heaven’s sake let’s not do that. But I think it 
restates and affirms in this particular application the principle of 
protecting existing rights. 

The language of the bill on that point is—it is in section 2—that— 

The operation of the Hells Canyon division shall be only such as does not 
conflict with any present beneficial consumptive use, valid under State law, 
of upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries. 
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1 don’t believe that you can write plainer language than that to 
protect existing rights. Now, remember that this operates as a bar 
on the United States in the operation of Hells Canyon Dam, on a 
navigable stream. If you did not have any sort of bar, you would 
then have the very serious question as to whether the United States, 
operating a work on a navigable stream, could assert a right contrary 
to those established under State law. 

Mr. Buper. Now, if that statement is correct, you are presupposing 
that the United States owns the water in the river. 

Mr. Srrinson. I am not, Congressman Budge. 

Mr. Buper. Then why do you say that this is a subordination ‘ 

Mr. Srixson. It is a subordination of the right of the United 
States to operate a project under the commerce clause. Would you 
say, Congressman Budge, we should strike it ¢ 

Mr. Buper. What, section 2! 

Mr. Stinson. Section 2. 

Mr. Buper. Frankly, I don’t know, under the approach that you 
have taken in this bill, how you are going to protect the water rights 
in Idaho, and no other lawyer out there in that State does either, 
except you. 

Mr. Stinson. I have two gentlemen in the room here who agreed 
with me at one time on this language. They will testify in opposition. 
Nevertheless they agreed with me on this language. Their names 
are Clifford E. Fix and R. P. Parry. 

Mr. Poutson. In that respect, do you mean to say, if a man has 
made a statement of opinion and after further study he decides that 
that was a mistake and he should go further and then make the cor- 
rect statement, that he is prohibited from doing it ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. No, but I think you should analyze this law and 
understand what it means, and you ought to understand first of all 
that with respect to a project of this kind it is the Congress that tells 
the operator of a dam on a navigable stream what he can and can’t do, 
and it requires him under this kind of statute to recognize all existing 
rights, and I don’t believe you, as a Congressman, would want to pass 
a law authorizing a project on a navigable stream that did not give 
that kind of protection to existing rights. 

Mr. Poutson. I would like to correct you first of all. We pass 
general authorization, to submit regulation. You are the folks who 
write all of these rules and regulations which govern the operation 
of that dam, and too many times you interpret those general regula- 
tions or general authorizations that we pass according to your own 
line of thinking. 

Mr. Svinson. Iam not talking regulations. Iam talking a positive 
statement of the law by the Congress. 

Mr, Eneéie. Can't we let Mr. Stinson make his case? 

Mr. Poutson. Providing he doesn’t get out of line and make some 
Statements—— ; 

Mr. Eneve. I know, but he can’t possibly have any continuity of 
what he is trying to say. I would like to hear Mr. Stinson tell me 
how he thinks that this section protects Idaho. That is a very crucial 
matter. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I would like to comment, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 
just one sentence on the question I raised a minute ago and that is: 
[f you would stop at the end of line 24, then I would agree that it is 
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a restatement of section 8 and does protect the rights. But then you 
go on with two limitations and therein is where I think that you 
weaken section 8 of the Reclamation Act of 1902 rather than strengthen 
it. I think if your period was at the end of line 24 you would then be 
restating section 8 of the reclamation law, and it would be a strong 
statement. Then I think, as I said a few minutes ago, you weaken 
that by going on with two paragraphs following. 

Mr. Ener. Let’s see if we can get Mr. Stinson’s’statement with 
reference to whether or not Mr. D*'Ewart is correct and then if Mr. 
D’Ewart is correct, and those two subsections on section 2 are in fact 
a limitation—and they appear to be such to me—then I would like 
to have his comment on whether or not if a period is put on line 24, 
if he doesn’t at that point jeopardize the power-producing capabilities 
of the project. 

Mr. Stinson. I would like very much to cover those points and I 
will try specifically to cover yours, Congressman D’Ewart, but re- 
member this thing is in two parts: There is the problem of the exist- 
ing rights, and to meet your point specifically, if vou were to stop 
section 2 at the word “tributary” in line 21, you will have dealt with 
existing rights. You have not at that point dealt with future rights, 
and if you dealt only with existing rights, the United States, under 
section 8 of the 1902 act in building a downstream power project, 
could make a filing under State law, and being first in time could 
establish a right as against those future irrigation developments. 

I say that it has never been the objective of the United States in 
connection with a reclamation project to establish at a downstream 
power project a right, even though it could under State law, which 
would take a complete priority over future irrigation developments, 
and the purpose of this bill is in some fashion to make sure that we do 
not in connection with this project either because it is authorized under 
the commerce clause, or because we could make a filing under section 
of the 1902 act, establish a right that takes priority over future up- 
stream developments for which no rights are yet established under 
State law. 

That is the problem and you can’t discuss this thing by hurling 
invectives at one another. You have got to be fairly cool and under- 
stand what the problem is. 

Mr. Poutson. I resent that last statement. 

Mr. Stinson. I didn’t suggest you were anything but that, Con- 
gressman Poulson. 

Mr. Enevr. Will you state, Mr. Stinson, whether or not you agree 
with Mr. D’Ewart ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. No, I must say that I do not; but that is the burden of 
this whole statement. Let me try to get to it. 

The problem is with respect to these future rights, to define an 
appropriate objective measure of what the volume or measure of those 
future rights is to be, to which this lower downstream project is to 
be subject. 

In this case the measure that was worked out and was agreed on 
by the Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation Project, Inc., and 
its counsel, Mr. Parry, the objective that was agreed on was by refer- 
ence to some data in volume 2 of House Document No. 473 of the 
Kighty-first Congress. They were the only data at hand. They were 
based on studies of the Bureau of Reclamation as to potential irriga- 
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tion developments. The figures are not stated in the bill but by clear 
reference they are in the bill and the limitations are that Hells ¢ ‘anyon 
Dam shall be operated so as not to interfere with the amount of 
water needed for the irrigation of 1,115,000 acres of new land and for 
the amount of water aaadedl to suppleme nt the supplies on 1.258.000 
acres of land now under irrigation. Admittedly there can be argu- 
ment as to whether those are the appropriate measures, but I tell you, 
we never could get down to a discussion of whether there was a better 
measure. 

You are dealing here with an interstate stream. There are many 
interests in this stream. If it were possible for the various States 
that are interested in this problem to agree on a formula as to how 
the consumptive uses in the future ought to be divided, by all means 
that ought to be the measure written into this law, and certainly | for 
one, would be most willing to sit down with any group that would ar- 
rive at that kind of a formula, but let me get down again to the ques- 
tion of why you need something in this bill and then discuss wliat 
that something ought to be. 

I have told you that if we were dealing only with section 5, that 
would protect existing rights. 

Mr. Buper. Now, Mr. Stinson, section 8 by its very words, as you 
well know, is confined to irrigation. 

Mr. Stinson. That isr ight. 

Mr. Buper. And there is no irrigation in this bill. Section 8 would 
be no protection for that kind of a project. 

Mr. Stinson. You think section 8 would not protect existing rights 
in the State of Idaho against assertion of rights in behalf of this 
project ¢ 

Mr. Bunce. Section 8 by its very terms relates to diversion of 
water for irrigation. It has nothing to do with power plants and 
flood control and navigation. — It wouldn't relate to this bill. 

Mr. Srinson. I believe it relates to any project governed by the 
Federal reclamation laws but supposing | am wrong in that. 

Mr. Buper. You are wrong. 

Mr. Stinson. O. K., mavbe IT am wrong. I am wrong in some 
things. Congressman Budge, but I don’t believe IT am wrong in this 
one, that under the language of this bill, the first phrase, ‘the first 
clause of section 2 does protect all existing consumptive-use rights. 

Mr. Buper. Do you think that the Federal Government has the 
right to limit the use of water in the State of Idaho, by the people in 
that State / 

Mr. Stinson. I think the Congress of the United States has the 
duty to see that its agencies claiming under the commerce clause, do 
not assert rights in contravention of those established under State law 
und I have some pretty good non-Federal support in the form of 
lawyers for that position, Judge Stone, for example. 

Mr. Buner. Would you answer that for me, that you feel the Fed- 
eral Government has power to place any limitation upon the use of 
the water in that river 

Mr. Srixson. I heard Fred Taylor say from this spot right here, 
that as he saw it, if you were authorizing a project on a navigable 
stream and under the commerce clause you had no protection what- 
soever with respect to water rights established under State law. He 
was challenged by some of you but he stood his ground, and I believe 
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legally he stood it correctly. It is by reason of that situation that 
this Congress, in dealing with that kind of a project. has got to say 
to its agency, “You keep hands off of these existing rights.” 

Mr. Buper. Will you answer my question ‘ 

Mr. Stinson. I have answered it. 

Mr. Bupner. You feel the Federal Government has the right to 
limit the water—— 

Mr. Eneir. Just a minute. The court reporter is going to get all 
fouled up here now. Let’s get one at a time, and Mr. Budge has the 
floor until he is through and then you other gentleman will be recog- 
nized as fast as we can get to you. Mr. Budge, have you gotten what 
vou had in mind off ¢ 

Mr. Buper. I just want to know, Mr. Stinson, whether in your opin- 
ion the Federal Government has the right to place a limitation upon 
the waters which may be diverted from that stream by the people 
in the State of Idaho. 

Mr. Stinson. I don’t answer the question in that way because I 
don’t think that question elicits an answer. 

Mr. Buper. That is what the bill does. 

Mr. Stinson. No, it does not. The bill puts a limitation on the 
operation of a Federal project to make sure that the United States, 
asserting a constitutional right, will not be impinging on the rights 
established under State law. It is within the power of the Congress 
to put that kind of a limitation on a Federal agency and if there was 
ever any doubt about it the court settled that in the Appalachian, or 
New River case and in the Gerlach case. 

Mr. Buper. Do you feel in your opinion, does the Federal Govern- 
ment have the right to place limitation upon diversion of water by 
the people of the State of Idaho? 

Mr. Srrnson. The Federal Government—— 

Mr. Buper. That can be answered yes or no. 

Mr. Stinson. No, it can’t be answered yes or no. The Federal 
Government by the very fact of setting up a project on a navigable 
stream, setting it astride a great river, does establish a certain legal 
situation. Under the commerce clause it has the whole right with 
respect to that river. I believe that isthe law. Iam not getting into 
the refinements of it but I believe in general that is the law. The 
problem then is how the Congress can put limitations and brakes on 
the Federal agency in an appropriate fashion, so as to save for the 
operation of the State law, a body of unappropriated water and to 
make it available for future use. That is the problem. 

Now the United States also in connection with these projects could 
make a filing under State law and could establish a right that was 
prior in time, but we don’t believe that the United States in connec- 
tion with this kind of a project should have the privilege of establish- 
ing that kind of a right. The Congress should say to the agency, 
“No, you cannot. You can go so far and no farther in establishing 
aright.” That is the purpose of this bill. 

There are other ways to meet that problem. You can meet it by 
an interstate compact that is somehow made binding on the Federal 
agencies and if the State had agreed to an apportionment of the water 
that would govern at this point—— 

Mr. Buper. That is what they are doing right now—— 
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Mr. Stinson. I know very much about that but if vou had that 
kind of a proposition already a part of the law of the land, that 
could be incorporated here and made the test of what the United 
States can and cannot do with respect to this project. The other thing 
that you can do is to set up a specific and a reasonable formula now 
and then provided by this bill that at some future time when you do 
have a compact that does govern, that that shall be the controlling 
measure. That is reasonable. That is in keeping with principles of 
equitable apportionment that have been laid down by the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

Mr. Exeter. What you are saying, Mr. Stinson, is that the language 
in this bill is a limitation on the operation of the Federal Govern- 
ment in respect to this project for all purposes / 

Mr. Stinson. That is right. And I would like to give you just 
a little bit of the history of that and to tie it into some things that have 
been done, to show you that the Congress has proceeded in that fashion 
and as far as I can see it, it is the most appropriate fashion in which 
it can proceed, 

You may remember that back in 1944, Congressman D*Ewart, you 
will remember this, you will remember the terrific fight there was on 
the Missouri River back in 1944. The conflict between uses for navi- 
gation and potential uses for irrigation. Now believe me, Hamer, in 
that case the Bureau of Reclamation was all on the side of irrigation. 
There were some of us in the Bureau that put our necks on the block 
and fought for a provision in that 1944 bill. 

Mr. Bunce. I commend the Bureau for the last 50 vears of its 
history. 

Mr. Stinson. I hope we have 50 more good years. 

Mr. Bunge. I, too, on the same principles, hope so. 

Mr. Stinson. IT will agree with you on that. We are trying to get 
them extended, extended here and there. 

The problem at that time was to make sure in connection with proj- 
ects on the Missouri River that were being authorized under the com- 
merce clause—that is, article 1, clause 8; is that it, I believe—that the 
United States in operating those projects would not be able to assert 
its sovereign and constitutional power in derogation of existing or 
future rights. The problem was a very serious Pand a ver v real one. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Specifically the proposal was to construct a navigable 
channel of the Missouri River. It would require so much water it 
would deplete that available for irrigation upstream. 

Mr. Srinson. That is right. Certainly the problem was a very 
present one and the question of how to solve it was not easy to answer. 
There was a great reluctance on the part of many groups who were 
very interested in these navigation problems; there was a great re- 
luctance on their part to accede to any curb on the power of the United 
States in the operation of those projects. Nevertheless the Congress, 
after this terrific fight, did write into the 1944 Flood Control Act a 
section that operates in the same fashion that this section 2 here 
operates: It operates by having the Congress give a direction and a 
limitation to the Federal agency. 

Now the question has been asked as to whether that same section, if 
it were lifted bodily into this kind of a bill, or any other bill for the 
authorization of any particular dam on the lower Snake, or on the 
Columbia River, would be effective. As a matter of fact. my recollee- 











660 HELLS CANYON DAM 





tion is that in 1946 or 1947 the Corps of Engineers held a hearing with 
respect to a Hells Canyon Dam and at that time the Idaho Reclama 
tion Association urged that the problem be met by the incorporation of 
that kind of a provision, but I think you will agree on a close reading 
of that provision that it is not enough. It is not enough, because what 
it does is to subordinate only the use specifically for navigation to 
these various consumptive use rights. 

The problem here is to go beyond the one limited use for navigation 
and to cover every aspect of the Hells Canyon Dam and to make every 
aspect of its operation and maintenance subordinate to these rights. 

Mr. Enoue. Mr. Stinson, let me stop you right there and ask you if 
you won't agree that section 8 of the Reclamation Act of 1902 applies 
not only to existing rights under State law but to any future depletions 
of the stream possible under State law? In other words, isn’t section 
8 broad enough to make State law applicable, not only to present but 
future depletions / 

Mr. Stinson. I will have to read this, Mr. Engle. 

Mr. Buper. You will also note it applies only to irrigation, 1 think, 
when you read it. 

Mr. Enoie. What I am getting at is this, Mr. Budge: If section 
applies not only to present but future depletions, and makes State 
law applicable, then State law on the Snake River is applicable not 
only to vested rights presently existing but to future depletions and if 
such is the case, then to the extent that these two subsections apply, 
the rule of reasonableness and equitability to be determined by some- 
one, other than perhaps the State authorities evidently, then though 
that extends, these two subsections in section 2 are really narrower than 
section 8, 

Mr. Buper. That is correct. 

Mr. Eneie. Of the reclamation law of 1902 / 

Mr. Stinson. | am not sure 

Mr. EnGie. Let’s go back to my original question. Would you say 
that section 8 applies to State law, not only to present but to future 
depletions 4 

Mr. Stinson. 1 will try to answer it this way: It does apply, and 
section 8 does require that the United States in the building of any 
project under the reclamation law shall conform to the State law in 
the making of its filings, but the United States, by making such a 
filing, could establish these prior rights. 

Mr. Encie. Now we are getting into another case. What you are 
saving is that the Federal Government could move in on a stream like 
uny operator-user, under State law, and file an application which, if 
granted, takes priority over individual applicants, perhaps, for the 
same or a different purpose and that the State is required under law 
to make allocations to the Federal Government, which would then 
have a priority, is that right ¢ 

Mr. Stinson, That is No. 1. That is right. 

Mr. Eneve. Then you come back and you say, “Well, we could file 
under State law and having filed under State law the State would be 
obliged to grant it,” and I am not so sure what the State law in Idaho 
is on that, in fact I don’t know; then you say, “Well if that is the case 
then, of section 1 and 2, they are in effect two limitations upon the 
Federal Government's exercise under State law.” 

Mr. Stinson. That is correct. 
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Mr. Eneoie. But your whole case collapses unless your premise 1s 
correct; namely, that the Federal Government has the right to make 
a filing and that the State of Idaho would then be required to recog- 
nize the priority above and offer any other application for irriga- 
tion purposes upstream. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, the Idaho law provides this : The Consti- 
tution of the State of Idaho provides that the legislature shal] never 
prevent the appropriation of water for domestic and for irrigation 
uses, but it specifically gives the legislature the power to refuse a filing 
for power purposes if it so desires. 

In other words, the irrigation or the domestic filing could not be 
restricted but the filing for power purposes, as per this bill, can be 
restricted by the State of Idaho and I think would be. 

Mr. Stinson. But has not been. 

Mr. Enexie. What is that now / 

Mr. Stinson. But has not been. 

Mr. Enawe. Let’s not get off this point. 

Mr. Buper. The Oxbow filing, for example, that the Idaho Power 
Co. made, in 1947, has a restriction that the operation of that plant, 
the filing upon that water, shall be subservient to upstream uses for 
domestic and irrigation uses forever. It has been used and it is being 
used on all those projects. 

Mr. Stinson. Is that true with respect to the Bliss filing / 

Mr. Bungee. It is true of the C. J. Strike filing. 

Mr. Stinson. The Bliss filing is also one that sits astride the river 
and presents the same problem. 

Mr. Buper. That happened many years ago. 

Mr. EnGur. Isn't it true that in your construction, Mr. Stinson, in 
order to hold water, it is necessary to assume thit a filing by the 
Federal Government must necessarily be accepted by the State and 
have a priority under State law superior to upstream future filing 

“for the same or a different purpose / 

Mr. Stinson. That is correct, on that one tangent of this thing and 
I believe that the law at the present time is that the appropriator need 
not accept a limitation. I won't argue as to whether one can be 
imposed voluntarily. 1 would say ves, it can be, all parties agreeing. 

Mr. Enoue. It is hard for me to believe that the State would have 
a law which would not permit the exercise of any administrative dis- 
cretion with reference to higher uses. Now we have always recog- 
nized that domestic use comes first and irrigation use comes second 
and in my State it is mining, or power, one or the other. At any rate 
power is way down the line and supposed to be subservient to these 
other uses. 

Let's assume you have a filing above the Hells Canyon project for 
X numbers of acre-feet of water for irrigation purposes which con- 
flicts with the filing for power purposes by the Federal Government 
at the Hells Canyon Project, and that the effect of granting of those 
applications and putting that water to use would destroy the power 
capabilities of the Hells Canyon project and then where are you going 
to be? 

Mr. Stinson. If vou can conceive of that situation, you would have 
a project that would require at least a longer pay-out period, but we 
have had a lot of people spend a lot of time on the irrigation poten- 
tials of the Snake River Valley and their conclusions are that within 
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any kind of a pay-out, any reasonable kind of a pay-out period, the 
amount of depletion that is probably going to occur, or that can rea- 
sonably be expected to occur, will not be such as to impair the feasi- 
bility of this project in any particular, and if that were not so, then 
why would we find other utilities so anxious to make developments in 
this area dependent on a water supply that is as much affected by 
future irrigation developments as this particular project. They have 
no storage, depending on the run of the river. 

Mr. Enere. I can understand how a private power company with 
a much smaller capital. investment might be in a position to risk 
upstream diversions and feel that it could get out from under it a 
lot easier than the Federal Government, with the investment required 
in this project. In other words, the capitalization, or the difference 
in capitalization between the proposed private development and the 
proposed. Federal development, that reduces the hazard so far as 
upstream depletions and uses are concerned, 

Mr. Stinson. We are convinced and I believe we have data to 
support it, that the amount of depletion you can possibly get within 
a 50- or 60-year period cannot have any adverse effect on the feasi- 
bility of this project, but I do have to come back to a point, Congress- 
man Engle: You have talked about filing under State law but that 
isn’t the only hazard that you have to protect water rights against, 
for I come back to this proposition, and I believe it is the law, that you 
have here a large dam being authorized under the commerce clause, 
and we have a long series of cases by the Supreme Court holding 
that it is the Congress that has the full power under the commerce 
clause in those kinds of situations. 

Therefore, notwithstanding the requirement of the 1902 act that 
we make a filing under State law there is the hazard, unless the Con- 
gress otherwise provides, there is the hazard that the United States 
on behalf of such a project, can assert a right for the power, cer- 
tainly can assert a right for navigation, and for every aspect of that 
project that comes within the constitutional power of the United 
States. 

Therefore, it is extremely important not only that the Congress 
adhere to the principle of requiring the United States in these cases 
to make filings under State law and to conform to State law in the 
matters of water rights, but it is also important that the Congress 
say to the agencies, “You shall not, even though you are operating 
under the commerce clause, operate in derogation of existing rights 
and of these future rights, pursuant to some sort of an arrangement 
for the measure of those future rights.” 

Mr. Encie. You don’t contend since the Gerlach case that reclama- 
tion is proceeding under the navigation clause, do you? 

Mr. Stinson. No, I do not but I say that the Congress could do that. 
The Congress can proceed without regard to section 8. L don’t be- 
lieve it should, but I also believe that even if you have a section 8 
here, that it is desirable for the Congress to put a limitation, because 
we do have a project that is being authorized here in part for navi- 
gation purposes, even though it is governed by section 8. Under 
section 8 you can make the filing. You can make the filing to the 
full extent of the project and establish the right and I say that the 
United States could direct its agencies to proceed without regard to 
that, but I don’t think it should, and I think more than that, I think 
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the Congress should put a very definite and specific limitation on its 


agency. 


Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment for a moment 
there: Mr. Stinson keeps saying that he doesn’t want to answer 
whether in his opinion the Federal Government has the power to 
place limitation on Idaho’s use.- Now this bill just in a nut shell, the 
Bureau has come up with what it thinks are the feasible projects up- 
stream. Now those didn’t take into consideration a lot of things, 
such as the pumping developments that are going on up there. We 
are opening up a hundred thousand acres, probably, in this next year, 
but it isa limitation, based upon the Bureau’s figures as to what can be 
used and I submit that the Bureau can’t very well figure out over a 
51 vear period what land they want to irrigate in Idaho. It is a 
limitation on Idaho's right to use the water for irrigation. 

Mr. Srixnson. I don’t accept that position as you understand. I 
sav it isa limitation on the Federal agency. 

Mr. Bupcr. You say we can take out enough water to irrigate the 
lands mentioned in this report. Isn‘t that a limitation ¢ 

Mr. Srinson. It is a limitation on the Federal agency on rights 
which it could otherwise establish under State law or on rights which 
it conceivably could assert under constitutional power. Maybe the 
limitation isn’t a correct one. We ought to be bending our efforts 
to arriving at an appropriate formula, for the problem is still there. 

Mr. Enowe. It is perfectly apparent, Mr. Stinson, that if you feel 
it necessary to limit the Federal Government, you are limiting some- 
thing that exists to a broader power. 

Mr. Srinson. That is right. 

Mr. Exeter. You say that derives from two sources: First, the power 
that the Federal Government has under the navigation clause, although 
you concede that in this project and other projects, since the Gerlach 
case, they are no longer sustainable under the navigation clause but 
under the general welfare clause of the Constitution. 

Mr. Stinson. They could be sustained though. 

Mr. ENGL. So one-half of your vase collapses right there. If you 
are not under the navigation clause of the Constitution, the commerce 
clause, but under the general welfare clause, then no such broader 
powers exist. 

The Gerlach case clearly establishes that. The exercise of the Fed- 
eral Government of the constitutional power is not subject to limita- 
tion and in the field of navigation I think you are perfectly correct, 
but since the Gerlach case, we don’t build these big projects any 
more under the commerce clause. 

The Gerlach case turned on the general welfare clause of the Con- 
stitution, which has a wholly different rule with reference to the rights 
against private property, as the Court very properly said in the Ger- 
lach case. 

Now you say it is either under the navigation clause or under 
State law. Since it is not under navigation law, that part of the argu- 
tient collapses. You say rights under State law could be established, 
and I just raised the question as to whether or not the State of - 
Idaho hasn't retained for its administrative discretion with reference 
to the allocation of its water for particular uses, giving certain priori- 
ties which would give it a discretion and having such a discretion, it 
could allocate water to irrigation above this project which would 
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destroy the power producing capabilities of the project, and I can’t see 
how; you are on the horns of a dilemma. 

Mr. Stinson. I would like to say, Congressman Engle, that first I 
don't believe that the Gerlach case went so far as to say that the Con- 
gress no longer has power under the commerce clause, where it is deal- 
ing with a navigable stream. 

Mr. Eneve. Now you will have to go back to the Gerlach case and 
agree that the Gerlach case held very plainly that in these huge 
multiple-purpose projects that they cannot be sustained under the 
navigation clause. 

In the Gerlach case they completely kicked out the fiction of naviga- 
tion. To the extent that this project operates for a navigation pur- 
pose, nobody can dispute the power and the right of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to regulate a stream for the purposes of navigation because 
that is the exercise of the constitutional functions, but when you start 
generating power with water, which changes the natural flow of the 
stream, and when you start using water for irrigation on these proj- 
ects, you get into a wholly different field and that is why the Supreme 
Court in the Gerlach case, which in my opinion is a historic case in 
Western reclamation 

Mr. Stinson, It is. 

Mr. Enoir. Because it got rid of that nonsense about the commerce 
clause in navigation and put the matter squarely where it belongs 
under the general welfare clause of the Constitution, the Federal 
Government has to pay compensation when it takes property for a 
public purpose, and that isn’t a requirement under the exercise of the 
navigation clause, so the case completely collapses from the stand- 
point of sustaining it under the commerce clause. 

You haven’t any powers to limit in that respect because you are not 
under that section. You are under the general welfare clause and then 
if you go over into the State law vou come head on into the admin- 
istrative discretion which can be exercised by the State of Idaho with 
reference to the allocation of its water resource according to priorities 
it has established. 

Mr. Stinson. Would the Congress agree to strike out section 24 I 
really don’t believe it would, Congressman Engle, I think the commerce 
clause power is still there. IT am quite acquainted with the Gerlach 
case and it turned very largely on the fact that the United States, even 
though it was building under the commerce clause, had by the enact- 
ment of section 8 of the 1902 act, conceded that it had to recognize 
these existing rights, but T still think, and seriously, that you couldn't 
drop this kind of protection. 

From the point of view of the United States, if you dropped this, 
I suppose all the argument would cease. 

Mr. Ener. You asked me my opinion. If you took section 2 out 
of this bill, you fall right back on section 8 of the 1902 reclamation 
laws and upon the Gerlach case, which would mean that if the Fed- 
eral Government went in there and started to build this project, that 
it would have to take interfering rights upstream by condemnation. 
* That is what it amounts to, and in that event, since the Federal 
Government would have the power to condemn, that would mean that 
Idaho's economy, so far as it had a choice between the public power 
development at Hells Canyon and upstream irrigation, would be com- 
pletely abrogated, Its discretion in the matter would be lost and the 
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rights upstream would be subject to condemnation, all of them, if 
necessary, to sustain the power use, and I don’t think this committee 
is going to give the Federal Government any such power. 

Mr. Stixson. I still take the position that there is need for imposing 
on the Federal agency a limitation on its operation of this project 
so as to protect both existing and future rights, the future right within 
some formula that can be agreed on. 

I believe that that is so, and I am not going to quarrel with your 
argument about the holding of the Gerlach case. We still do have 
the commerce clause that operates with respect to these great inter- 
state streams and I believe the problem is still there, needing attention, 
From the point of view of the Federal Government taking a very 
narrow point of view, if you were to strike section 2 out, I don't 
think it would in our opinion, change the feasibility of the project 
one iota, and we would avoid all this argument over water rights, 
but I don’t honestly believe that the local people would want to con- 
cede that kind of a position. 

Mr. Ener. Let me ask you this question: Would you object to 
putting in section 2 a proviso that the upstream diversions, future 
upstream diversions with reference to whether or not they were 
reasonable and equitable, should be determined by State water au- 
thorities 

Mr. Stinson. No, there wouldn't be any question in my mind about 
that sort of provision. You get down to this question of language. 
As a lawyer, I know you have to see the commas, but so far as I see 
it, so long as you stay within the principles that govern interstate 
streams, there is no question about that kind of provision, and if we 
can arrive at one, fine. 

Mr. Poutson. What I would like to know, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Enxeve. Just a minute, Mr. Poulson. Did I understand you 
to say that you wouldn't have any objection to such an amendment 4 

Mr. Srixson. The general principle of the amendment that you 
are talking about: no, 

Mr. Enerr. Placing the determination of reasonable and equitable 
clearly in the hands of State water authorities / 

Mr. Srinson. As I see the general proposition, I would have to 
sav I have no objection to that. 

Mr. Eneir. Do you realize that yougput in the hands of the State , 
authorities the power to grant upstream, future upstream diversions * 
which might affect the power production capabilities of that project 
at Hells Canyon ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. Let me answer that this way: We say as a practical 
matter that the future upstream uses during a pay-out period are not 
going to be of such magnitude, physically can’t be of such magnitude, 
that they will affect the project. That will be one basis of answering 
your question. 

Mr. Enewr. If you believe that your answer couldn't get you in 
trouble. 

Mr. Stinson. That is right. Secondly, there are principles that 
govern interstate streams and there is the doctrine of equitable appor- 
tionment, and J believe that under the doctrine of equitable apportion- 
ment there would be such a body of water, even assuming that it was 
physically possible to divert all the water upstream, that there would 
be such an amount of water, available by reason of that doctrine as to 
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sustain the feasibility of this project, and my answer is qualified to 
the extent that you recognize this is an interstate stream and that there 
are interests more than upstream interests. There are many interests 
in this river. 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Poulson, did you have some questions / 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. Harrison did. 

Mr. Enouir. Mr. Harrison ? 

Mr. Harrison. No questions. 

Mr. Eneir. Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sayvor. I want him to yield for this question: Where does this 
cease to be an interstate stream / 

Mr. Stinson. It never ceased being an interstate stream any place. 

Mr. Savior. In other words, it is your contention from the head- 
waters in Montana throughout the entire region, even though it may 
not be subject to navigation ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. Yes. 

Mr. Sayzor. That it is still an interstate stream. 

Mr. Stinson. So far as apportionment of water; ves. 

Mr. Encie. Let me add this one comment, Mr. Stinson: If your 
assumption is correct, that is, that there is water enough for the project 
and for all upstream uses, that is No. 1: and, secondly, you are pre- 
pared to take an amendment allowing the determination of reason- 
able and equitable to be made by State water authorities; if those two 
assumptions are correct, then I don’t see how Idaho could be injured. 

What do you think, Mr. Budge? Just assuming, for the purposes 
of argument, that he is correct on assumptions, and, first, that there 
is enough water for both uses; and, secondly, that reasonable and equi- 

table shall be determined by State authority. 

Mr. Buper. I think the net result would be one of two things: Either 
the State authorities would dry up the water that is needed to run this 
power plant, or the Federal Government would come in and condemn 
the water that is being used for irrigation upstream. 

It would result in one or the other. 

Mr. Eneie. You don’t think there is enough water for both of them, 
in other words / 

Mr. Buper. No. 

Mr. Enair. There you are. The case turns on a point of fact. 

Mr. Stinson. We have two experts on hydrology here disputing each 
other. I believe there are people better qualified than either Congress- 
man Budge or I on that score. ‘That is a matter of looking into a crystal 
ball, you have a pretty good crystal ball. The State does, too. We 
have taken into account a lot of data on the problem. 

Mr. Enaie. It is a little hard for a congressional committee to sit 
here and overrule State government and their Congressmen with 
reference to a fact of that sort, because the very future development 
of the State depends upon it. 

If you make . mistake, and you invest whatever it costs for that 
project, $200 or $300 million, the pressure to take the water is so great 
to sustain or support and justify the investment that it is like the 
fellow that got the bear by the tail. It takes one to hold him and one 
to get him loose. 

Mr. Bow. In the previous hearings, Mr. Chairman, I submitted 
some interrogatories which the Department has answered. I would 
like to compliment them on their answers. I don’t think they com- 
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pletely answered all of them, but I do want to compliment them in 
the manner in which thev have handled them. 

At this time I would like to ask for unanimous consent to revise and 
extend my own remarks at the completion of the answers to the in- 
terrogatories submitted by the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Encir. Without objection, Mr. Bow will be permitted to extend 
his own remarks in the record. 

Now, I assume you are referring to the committee print entitled 
“Selected Information on Proposed Snake River Project, Including 
Hells Canvon Dam”? 

Mr. Bow. No. 

Mr. Eneur. Are those in addition to the answers given / 

Mr. Bow. Those are in addition. 

Mr. Enoir. Are comments on Mr. Bow’s questions to be made a part 
of the record ¢ 

Mr. Bow. They were submitted for the record. 

Mr. Ener. Without objection, they will be made a part of the rec- 
ord, but let me suggest to the court reporter they not be written into 
the printed record. There will be adequate time to do that. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C.. May 238, 1952 
Hon. FRANK T. Bow, 
House of Representatives. 
Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Bow: Under date of April 3, 1952, you forwarded to me a list of 
29 questions relative to the Hells Canyon project, H. R.57483. A copy of your 
letter was made a part of the record of the hearings of the Subcommittee on Ir- 
rigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

My replies to your questions are attached. 

For ease of reference each question is repeated preceding the answer thereto. 

I am sending a copy of this letter und of its enclosure to Chairman Engle of 
the subcommittee so that it may be inserted at the appropriate point in the record 
of the hearings on H. R. 5743. 

Sincerely yours, 
Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


ANSWERS TO INTERROGATORIES RELATING TO THE HELLS CANYON DEVELOPMENT AS 
EMBRACED IN H. R. 5748 Supmirrep ry REPRESENTATIVE FRANK T. Bow py 
LeTrer DATED APRIL 3, 1952, TO SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR Oscar L. CHAPMAN 


(Juestion 1. It is assumed that the investment proposed to be made out of Fed- 
eral funds in order to realize the claimed benefits from the Hells Canyon project 
would include at least the costs of : 

(a) The Hells Canyon Dam, Reservoir, power plant and appurtenant works— 
the cost of which, apparently at April 1951 price levels," has been estimated as 
$556,810,000, (See modifying report, approved by the Secretary of the Interior 
May 11, 1951.) 

Answer: Yes. 

‘b) The transmission lines proposed to be constructed, by Bonneville Power 
Administration, for marketing the Hells Canyon power—the cost of which at 
January 1948 price levels was estimated as $120,000,000, (See H. Doc. 473, 81, 
Vol. 2; also modifying report.) 

Answer: Your assumption that the Federal investment necessary to realize the 
full benefits from the Hells Canyon development will include any transmission 
lines that the Bonneville Power Administration may construct on account of 
the addition of Hells Canyon to the Federal power system for which the Bonne- 
ville Power Administration is the marketing agent is correct. 

Your statement that House Document 473, volume 2, included an estimate of 
$120 million for transmission is also correct. However, that figure requires con- 
siderable explanation in order to understand it thoroughly. The $120 million 
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was not, as your question implies, the estimated cost of lines to be constructed 
by the BPA for marketing Hells Canyon power. The figure of $120 million 
included S20 million as the cost of transmission facilities to integrate the Hells 
Canyon project with the Bonneville Power Administration’s transmission system 
and $100 million as the transmission investment required for marketing Powe: 
in southern Idaho by the Bureau of Reclamation. See pages 180-181, House 
Document 473, volume 2. As stated at page 180, the estimates of costs used i! 
House Document 473 were “* * * unavoidably rough * *  *,” inasmuch 
as they were “* * * based on incomplete surveys, field reconnaissance and 
investigations, and rough, preliminary designs only.” 

The report on the Hells Canyon project in House Document 475 found that 
Hells Canyon would add 854,000 kilowatts of prime power to the Federal system 
as it was then authorized, and compares with the figure of 1,124,000 kilowatts 
used in the modifying report, which is the amount of power which would be 
added to the presently authorized, larger Federal system. Of the 854,000) kilo 
watts, it was contemplated that 404,000 kilowatts would be marketed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation in southern Idaho, and that 450,000 kilowatts would be 
marketed by the Bonneville Power Administration in the area. However, the 
Secretary of the Interior, in his letter of July 20, 1949, to the President, trans 
mitting a supplemental report on the plan for the development of the Columbi: 
River Basin, which letter appears at page 12 and 13 of volume 1 of House Docu 
ment 473, stated that he intended to designate the Bonneville Power Adminis 
tration as the marketing agent for all projects, and he has since designated the 
Bonneville Power Administration as the marketing agent for all power that 
would be produced in the system as the result of the addition of Hells Canyon 
project. 

Accordingly, the $120 million estimate contained in House Document 473 
does not represent an estimate of the investment that may be required by the 
Bonneville Power Administration as the single marketing agent for the 1,124,000 
kilowatts of prime power that would be added to the Federal system by the Hells 
Canyon project. 

(c) The additions, at other Federal water power plants, which would be 
needed in order to realize the benefits estimated to accrue from the Hells 
Canyon project to the integrated system. 

Answer: Yes. 

(d) The additional Federal transmission facilities which would be needed for 
marketing the additional power which, by reason of the Hells Canyon project, 
would be made available at such other Federal hydro developments in the 
integrated system. " 

Answer: Your assumption that the investment required in the event the Hells 
Canyon project is built will include the cost of transmission facilities required 
to market additional power made available at other Federal hydroelectric plants 
as a result of Hells Canyon is also correct. 

(e) Any other Federal investment needed in order to realize the “indirect 
benefits from project expenditures,” which benefits are set forth as $5,769,000 
per year in House Document 473, Eighty-first Congress, volume 2, page 192. 

Answer: No other investments would be required to secure the indirect benefits 
from project expenditures. The benefits covered under the item of provject ex 
penditures are those then estimated to result from construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the project works. The benefits for project expenditures include 
58 percent of the labor and work contract and 4 percent of the cost of the 
materials required for the construction and operation and maintenance of the 
project. These benefits were estimated at a time when it was felt that Hells 
Canyon Dam might be constructed during a period of less than full economic 
activity, and that alternative uses for the labor and materials for constructing 
Hells Canyon Dam would not be readily available. Since 1950, the Bureau of 
Reclamation has not used such benefits associated with project expenditures 
as they are not considered appropriate to periods of full economic activity, 

(f) Measures for fish preservation—the cost of which at price levels of August 
IMS or earlier was estimated at not to exceed $5 million. (See modifying report.) 

Answer: Fish facilities estimated to cost $5 million are recommended in the 
report in addition to the cost estimate of $356,810,000. If these amounts were 
added, a total project cost of 361,810,000 would be secured. The estimate of the 
cost of the fish facilities is based on December 1950 price levels. It is, therefore, 
reasonably current. It should be noted, however, that the modified report limits 
the total expense for fish facilities to the $5,000,000 and, therefore, that amount 
would remain constant even though the general construction cost index continues 
to rise 
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While the $5,000,000, noted above, is directly associated with the Hells Canyon 
Dam, it might also be noted in passing that during the past year the Congress 
has authorized the expenditure of $20,000,000 in the lower Columbia River area 
to protect and rebuild the runs of anadromous fish. This expenditure is similar 
to that proposed in connection with the Hells Canyon Dam. The Government is 
spending large amounts to rebuild and relocate the fish runs even independently 
of specific construction, and to the extent that such expenditures are successful 
in relocating runs, the need for expenditures at Hells Canyon within the $5 million 
ceiling may be reduced. 

(g) Public recreation facilities—the cost of which at April 1951 price levels 
was estimated as $1,000,000, (See modifying report.) 

Answer. Recreation facilities estimated to cost $1 million on the basis of April 
1951 prices would be required to secure the recreation benetits. This cost is 
included in the official cost estimate. Experience has demonstrated that the 
general public will utilize these facilities, and the proper arrangements for taking 
care of the public should be included as part of the construction cost. 

(kh) Interest during construction, on the total of the foregoing. 

Answer. For purposes of determining the benefit-cost ratio, interest during 
construction at 245 percent per annum is included on all the construction costs 
to be incurred to realize the claimed benefits from the Hells Canyon Division. 
For pay-out and rate-making purposes, interest at the rate of 2!. percent per 
annum during construction will be included in the investment accounts in con- 
nection with items (0), (¢), and (d) of this question; and for cost accounting 
purposes will be included in accounts with respect to the Hells Canyon Dam and 
power plant. For pay-out purposes, however, interest during construction will 
not be included in the investment accounts with respect to the Hells Canyon Dam 
and power plant and interest for rate-making purposes will be calculated at the 
statutory rate of 3 percent per annum under the Federal reclamation laws from 
the date the facilities represented by the power investment go into service. The 
latter procedure has been followed as to projects governed by the Federal recla- 
mation laws because the law does not require the inclusion of interest during 
construction and does require the use of a S-percent interest rate for rate-making 
purposes. 

Question 2. What, if any, items of investment not included in the foregoing 
would need to be met out of Federal funds in order to realize all the benefits 
Claimed for the Hells Canyon project ? 

Answer. None with respect to any of the benefits which have heretofore been 
evaluated and presented in justification of the Hells Canyon Division. In this 
connection, it is to be noted that there has been no evaluation of costs and benefits 
with respect to irrigation developments that may hereafter be authorized under 
the provisions of section 4 of H.R. 5745. Such developments will become possible 
under present requirements of the Federal reclamation laws as to financial 
feasibiilty and repayment, however, only on the basis of assistance from power 
revenues from the Snake River project and when and as such developments 
are authorized as divisions of the project there will be increases in both benetits 
and costs. Since none of these developments is proposed for authorization at 
this time, it is not proper or possible to state what the benefits and costs wil 
be, but, as required by the provisions of section 4, those figures will be laid before 
the Congress in connection with each of the developments as they are proposed 
for nuthorigation 

Question 3, What is the estimate of cost at April 1951 price levels for the trans 
Mission system necessary for marketing the power developed at the site of H-lls 
Canyon Dam’? (See item 1-B above.) 

Answer. Question 3 asks for the April 1951 estimate of transmission investment 


required to market power developed at site of Hells Canyon Dam. Question 3 
calls for a similar estiteate for power made available ot other Federal | ire 
plants on account of Hells Canyon. These two questions are necessarily coi 

bined for purposes of reply, inasmuch as the transmission system is a sinel 
integrated network which carries power generated at all projects and the con 
ponents of the system cannot be segregated by project for reasons more fi Hy 


I 
discussed below 

Considering the con] letely integrated characteristics of the Bonneville Power 
Administration’s transmission grid, any method of identifying individual faci 
ties, or fractions of facilities, which would carry power made available by the 
Hells Canyon project, wonld be quite arbitram nd, therefore, of little or no 
signifiCanece, it is impractical to subdivide and fragment the Bonneville Power 
Administration's transmission system to produce a hypothetical network which 
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would be utilized in marketing power produced at Hells Canyon and at down- 
stream plants as a result of the Hells Canyon development. 

It is possible, of course, in an integrated system to determine the over-al! 
average investment per kilowatt in transmission facilities. The application of 
such an average figure to any specific source of generation may, of course, give 
inaccurate results. Nevertheless, with the thought that it will indicate a reason- 
able probable range as to the required transmission investment, we are giving 
results below on an average investment basis. Although the average is based 
upon fiscal year 1951, we have reason to believe that future transmission costs 
per kilowatt delivered for the system as a whole will not differ substantially 
from present average system costs. This conclusion results in large measure 
from significant improvements in system design and operation effected by the 
Bonneville Power Administration in the high-voltage transmission field. More 
over, the Bonneville Power Administration believes that over-all average trans- 
mission costs per kilowatt for a system, including Hells Canyon, will not differ 
materially from the corresponding average for the system excluding Hells Canyon. 
Hence, the addition of Hells Canyon to the system would not increase that 
portion of the wholesale power rate which must be charged to recover the 
system transmission investment. In any event, the Administration’s power rates 
will be adjusted as necessary from time to time to cover total system costs for 
both transmission and generation. This is the only practical approach to the 
rate problem in an integrated system operating under the “postage-stamp 
principle.” 

For fiscal year 1951, the Bonneville Power Administration had an average 
investment in transmission plant in service of $152,862,775. The prime capa 
bility of the system for the year was 1,428,000 kilowatts based upon the most 
critical water conditions of record (1956-287). The average transmission plant 
investment per kilowatt of prime power was thus $107.05. The cost per kilowatt 
of salable firm power woul), of course, be smaller, but for present purposes we 
may deal with costs for prime power. 

On the basis of the 1951 average investment of $107.05 per kilowatt of prime 
power for transmission facilities, the 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime power added 
to the system by the Hells Canyon development would indicate a transmission 
investment of $120,524,000. However, it may not be entirely valid to apply an 
uverage transmission investment figure to incremental plant capability (1,124,000 
kilowatts). Applying average costs to the allocation basis capability is prob- 
ably more appropriate since that basis is essentially an averaging process. The 
allocation basis capability of 1,480,500 kilowatts would result in a total trans 
mission investment of $153,135,000 at the present average of $107.05. The dan- 
gers of applying a system average to the transmission ®equirements for any 
single dam have already been discussed. Nevertheless, these estimates indicate 
a probable range of magnitude of the required transmission investment, 

Question 4. What is the estimate of cost at April 1951 price levels of additional 
power installations, at other Federal plants, in order that there could be realized 
the Federal portion of the benetits estimated to accrue from the Hells Canyon 
project to the integrated system’ (See item 1-c above; the increase in prime 
power capability at such other plants being estimated as 742,500 kilowatts per 
modifying report.) 

Answer: Installations required at other Federal plants required to realize bene- 
fits of integrating Hells Canyon with system: 


Investment 
or Number | Installed ee 
rox of units | capacity Interest | 
Base cost! | during con- Total 
struction 4 


Kilowatts 


Chief Joseph 2 | 128, 000 | $10, 000, 000 $375, 000 | $10, 375, 00K 
Priest Rapids 2 106, 000 8, 000, 000 300, 000 8, 300, 000 
McNary 1 70, 000 5, 000, 000 188, 000 5, 188, 000 
John Day 1 85, 000 5, 500, 000 206, 000 5, 706, 000 
The Dalles 2 140, 000 | 10, 000, 000 375, 000 10, 375, 000 
Ice Har or 1 65, 000 5, 199, 000 195,000 | 5, 394, 000 
Lower Monumental 1 60,000 | 4,950, 000 | 186,000 | 5, 136, 000 
Little Goose 1 65, 000 5, 201, 000 | 195, 000 5, 396, 000 
Lower Granite 1 55, 000 4, 857, 000 182, 000 5, 039, 000 

Total 12 744, 000 | 58, 707,000 | 2, 202, 000 | 60, 909, 000 





' July 1951 price levels, per Corps of Engineers. 
2 Based on a 3-year installation period (average of 1.5 years) and 244 percent rate of interest. 
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Question 5. What is the estimated cost at April 1951 price levels of such addi- 
tional Federal transmission facilities as would be needed for marketing the addi- 
tional power which, by reason of the Hells Canyon project, would be made avail- 
able at other Federal hydro plants? 

Answer: See answer to question 3. 

Question 6, What is estimated total of any other Federal investment which 
would be needed in order to realize the “indirect benefits from project expendi 
tures’? (See answer 1-e above.) 

Answer: None. 

Question 7. What is the estimated cost at April 1951 price levels of measures 
necessary in the interest of fish preservation? (See item 1-f above, for which 
upparently only a preliminary estimate has so far been stated.) 

Answer: As noted above, the modified report limits the expenditure for fisb 
preservation to $5,000,000, which is treated as a nonreimbursable item in the 
allocation of costs. 

Question 8. What is the proportionate difference in price levels, generally 
applicable to the Hells Canyon project, as between those of April 1951 and those 
of March 1952? 

Answer: The proportionate difference in price levels generally applicable to 
projects of the Hells Canyon type as between those of April 1951 and March 1952 
amounts to a rise of approximately 24% percent. This would seem to indicaie 
that the cost of Hells Canyon Dam at current price levels would be in the vicinity 
of $365,000,000. The reason the estimate has not been raised is that since April 
1951 we have had opportunity to perform considerable additional diamond drilling 
in the foundation and abutments at the dam site and with the new information, 
Wiha oS paSoa ioore Ti.) Ga a@ecual Pp oysica. characteristics at the site, we have 
been able to prepare a more economical design and a new estimate for the dam. 
This new estimate indicates a reduction in costs which is approximately equal 
to the rise indicated above; consequently the two factors cancel each other and 
leave us no reason for changing the $356,810,000 estimate. 

Question 9 What is the total of Federal investment which would correspond- 
ingly result if the Scriver Creek power facilities of the Payette unit of the 
Mountain Home division were authorized per H. R. 57437 (For this purpose 
there should be taken into account all of the applicable subitems of item 1 hereof ; 
the answer may state that total at either April 1951 or March 1952 price levels. ) 

Auswer. The total cost of the Scriver Creek facilities per H. R. 5748 is esti 
mated at $53,835,000. This cost is based on January 1952 price levels which are 
believed to be representative of most costs being presented in the current hear- 
ings. Of this amount, $5,911,000 is a portion of the cost of the previously author- 
ized and recently completed Cascade Reservoir of the Payette unit-Boise project, 
which is considered as a reimbursable cost allocable to irrigation. Thus, the 
total Federal investment would be increased by $47,924,000 on account of the 
Scriver Creek facilities. Included in this amount are nonreimbursable items in 
the amount of $111,000 and also transmission facilities to carry power to the load 
centers. No additional facilities, transmission or generating, would be required 
at other Federal plants. 

Question 10. What is the estimated annual amount, in terms of April 1951 
price levels, of the recreational benefits, corresponding with those which, in 
House Document 473, Eighty-first Congress, volume 2, page 192, are estimated 
as $482,000 at January 1{M8 prive levels? 

Answer. The recreation benefits of $482,000 at January 1948 price levels 
inGuced in the House Document 473, volume 2, page 192, were based upon the 
general assumption that as a minimum the recreation benefits are equal to the 
expenditure that people make in order to enjoy them. Therefore, increases or 
decreases in the cost of recreation facilities at the dam would have little or no 
direct effect on recreation benefit. However, factors which affect the cost of 
travel, lodging. and food for vacationists would influence the recreation benefi:. 
Since the preparation of House Document 473, the Department has changed its 
procedures for calculating recreation benefits. We now limit such benefits to the 
annual equivalent of the cost of recreation facilities. For this reason a reevalua 
tion of the recreation benefits on the basis of the procedure used in House 
Document 473 has not been made. 

Question 11. What are the presently estimated annual benefits from power at 
April 1951 price levels, corresponding with the annual benefits set forth in House 
Document 473, Eighty-first Congress, volume 2, page 192, as regards 

(a) Direct power benefits? 

(4) Indirect power benefits? 
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In each case please state the supporting details of the revised estimates, in 
terms of capacities, energy, and proposed prices or rates. 
Answer. The presently estimated annual power benefits are as follows: 


Direct power benefits Ph Pg Se Sry < “ . $32, 927, 000 
Indirect power benefits____._.___-_-- . nol. ; 14, 335, 000) 


The change in benefits is attributable principally to two factors: First, inclu 
sion of the upper Snake Basin in the BPA marketing area and consequently con 
sideration of all power attributable to Hells Canyon in determining indirect 
benefits; secondly, in using a larger base system and the resulting increase in 
nominal prime attributable to Hells Canyon. 

Preliminary studies by BPA indicate that an average wholesale rate in the 
vicinity of $22.50 per kiiowatt-year should be adequate to meet the financial re 
quirement of a system including all presently existing and authorized projects 
in the United States Columbia River power system. 

The direct power benefits are equal to the annual revenue from the sale of 
firm power, Currently estimated to be $32,927,000 based on nominal prime power 
output of 1,124,000 kilowatts attributable to Hells Canyon. This nominal prime 
on the assumed load pattern would result in 1,465,400 kilowatts of salable firm 
power at the load centers and would produce the revenue indicated at the as 
sumed $22.50 rate. 

The current calculations of indirect benefits are based on the entire increase 
in nominal prime, 1,124,000 kilowatts credited ta Hells Canyon rather than that 
marketed in the upper Snake Basin as was the case in House Document 473 
volume 2.) Since the power is assumed to be marketed at a lower rate, $22.50 
per firm kilowatt, than considered previously, indirect benefits due to savings to 
the ultimate consumer can be expected to increase. Through the sale of Hells 
Canyon power, private utilities will derive income, a portion of which is con 
sidered an indirect benefit, and a portion of the production of goods and services 
from utilization of Hells Canyon power is also used as a measure of an indirect 
benefit. Considering the larger amounts of power now assigned to Hells Canyon, 
some increase in indirect benefits from the latter two sources considered will 
also result. 

Question 12. What are the estimated annual “Indirect benefits from project 
expenditures” at April 1951 price levels, corresponding with the annual benefits 
set forth in House Document 473, Kighty-first Congress, volume 2, page 1927 

Answer. Inasmuch as the Bureau of Reclamation officially stopped recognizing 
the “indirect benefits from project expenditures” in 1950, such benefits have not 
been reworked under the current price assumptions, 

Question 13. In the case of the flood-control benetits, estimated in the modify 
ing report at $1,459,800 per year, what part thereof comprises benefits to inter- 
state commerce? 

Answer. The Corps of Engineers, by a letter of April 30, 1952, from the divi- 
sion engineer's office, has advised this Department that in its analysis of flood 
damages that would be avoided through the operation of the main control plan 
for the Columbia River as proposed by the corps’ S08 review report, of which 
Hells Canyon Dam is a part (H. Doc, 531, Sist Cong.), it concluded that 52 
percent was with respect to property that the Corps of Engineers considered as 
directly affecting interstate commerce, and that the renrmining 48 percent was 
with respect to property indirectly affecting interstate commerce. These per 
centages, the corps advises, while not derived from a detailed breakdown 
flood-damage figures, are regarded as applicable to average annual benefits 
result from operation and maintenance of the proposed main control plan. Sinee, 
as indicated in the testimony of Mr, Fernald elsewhere during the hearings on 
HW. R. 5743, the figure of $1,459,800 is but a proportionate part of the averag 
unnual damage figure related to the main control plan, it is proper to apply to the 
Hiells Canyon benefit figure the same percentages as to kinds of property bene- 
lited as is applicable to the total annual benefit figure; that is, 52 percent in 
terms of property directly affecting interstate commerce, and 48 percent in terms 
of property indirectly affecting interstate commerce, 

(a) What kinds of property are included in the interstate commerce category? 

vusver. The kinds of properties which are the basis of the average annual 
benefit figures, as determined by the Corps of Engineers, are as follows: 
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GROUPS OF PROPERTIES CONSIDERED TO AFFECT INTERSTATE COMMERCE INDIRE( rLy 





Percent 
Group 1. Industrial and commercial properties, including properties of mu-  _ 
Cg i eee 45 

Group 2. Transportation properties, including highways, bridges, truck ‘and 
bus facilities, railroads, air terminals, and navigation facilities 7 


GROUPS OF PROPERTIES CONSIDERED TO AFFECT INTERSTATE COMMERCE DIRECTLY 


Group 3. Agricultural and residential properties. - —e 40 
Group 4. Flood-control works and benefits by reason of reduc tions in emer- 
gency expenditures in connection with tloods__ bh esccanhocanhatiod S 


The Corps of Engineers, you will note, regards 52 percent of the properties 
that would be protected from floods as properties directly affecting interstate 
commerce, and 48 percent as properties indirectly affecting interstate conunerce, 
and added in its letter of April 30 that, even as to the latter categories, these 


have “very little local implication. In regard to the go neral questi as to 
effect on interstate Commerce, this office visualizes that the inqucry was ¢ 
cerned with identifying the werk on the basis of national interesis raclher tht 


on 2 basis of local interest. It is felt that the plan i pert nent to the mitienal 
interest rather than local interest.” 

It seems plain that with respect to the constitutional power of the Congress 
to provide works for the reduction and prevention of flood datmage it is of no 
legal consequence that the benefit is only indirect. The constitutional power 
of the Congress to provide protection to property from flood-control damiag> in 
such situations rests in the power of the Congress to regulate commerce among 
the several States and in its power to make expenditures for the gzeneral wel 
fare. The power of the Federal Government with respect to navigable rivers 
and their ibatavies under the commerce clause has been he'd by the Supreme 
Court of the United Siates to be “as broad as the needs of conmerce.” United 
States V. Appalachian Electric Company (311 U.S. 377 (1950). In the case 
Oklahoma v. Atkinson Company CSS | S. OOS (1941). the Supreme Court ree 
ognized, as partial justification for a Federal flood-control dam, benefits to intra 
state properties, stating, among other things, “the exercise of the granted power 
of Congress to reculate interstate Commerce mmay be aided by appropriate and 
needful control of activities and agencies which, though intrastate, affect that 
commerce.” And, certainly, it is now clear that the Supreme Court, in deter 
mining what matters affect interstate Commerce and within the reach of Fed 
eral power, recognizes no distinction between direct and indirect effects. Wick- 
ard y. Filburn (817 UL 8.111 (1942). 

Taking tovether the cuse o Chlahoma Vv. Atkinson Compan, Suprd, and the 
ense of United States vo Gerlach Livestock Company 3: I S. T25 (1950)), 
and the cases cited in the latter, it also seems clear now that flood-control bene 
fits of the kind to result from the Columbia River main control plan and Hells 
Canyon Dam are of the kind for which provision can be made under the consti 
tutional power to promote the general welfare. 

Question 14. In the modifying report, the allocations of cost to flood control 
(tenth paragraph) and to navigation (eleventh paragraph) appear to be in 
ahounts corresponding to the entire claimed benetit from those “nonreimburs- 
able” functions, whereas the cost allocated to power is substantially less than 
the amount corresponding to the entire claimed benefit from power, , 

(a) If this interpretation is not correct, please explain why. 

(4) If this interpretation is correct, please explain the logic of the discrep- 
ancy. 

_ Answer. The conclusion that the allocation to flood control and navigation 
is equal to the entire capitalized value of the benefits evaluated for those func- 
tions is correct. Since the objectives of multiple-purpose construction is to 
permit the various functions to share in the savings resulting from the joint 
use of facilities, it is understandable that you have questioned the Hells Canyon 
tlocation which seemingly does not accomplish that objective. The sureau of 
R Chai ation has given careful study to the various methods of allocation of 
Costs In contormance with the principles established for ftlood-contro] projects. 
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The Bureau has adopted the method whereby those functions having nation: 
benefits are assigned a portion of construction cost equal to the full value of 
their measurable benefits or the cost of alternate facilities which wou'd pr 
vide the same benefits, whichever is less. Since only the measurable benefits are 
used as a basis of allocation, the resulting allocation is less than would be in the 
case if all benefits, measurable and intangible, were usable for this purpose. The 
method of allocation used for Hells Canyon has been in use over a long period 
of time by the Bureau of Reclamation, and it has been considered and approved 
by the Congress in connection with the existing repayment arrangements for 
many operating projects. 

Question 15. According to the modifying report, the cost of Hells Canyon divi- 
sion at April 1951 prices would be $356,810,000 and at January 1948 prices had 
heen estimated at $315,660,000, in each case exclusive of transmission costs. In 
the view of the Department does that difference of only $48,150,000 adequately 
retlect the difference in those price levels? 

Answer. The April 1951 estimate of $856,810,000 was arrived at originally by 
applying the applicable cost index to the 1948 estimate. Accordingly, it is, of 
course, our view that the difference of $43,150,000 adequately reflects the differ 
ence in those price levels. Subsequently, as indicated in the answer to question 

further information obtained concerning the physical characteristics of the 
site have enabled preparation of a more economical design. The cost of the dam 
built to the present design, at January 1948 price levels, would have been less 
than $312,660.000, With the present design, the cost estimate as of March 1952 
remains, as explained in the answer to question 8, $356,810,000. 

Question 16. Is it the view of the Department of the interior that the Federal 
Government has assumed responsibility for the supply of any needs for power on 
the part of the public in the Columbia River Basin? 

Answer. Yes; subject to at least the following two very important reservations: 

First, the Federal Government has not assumed any responsibility for the 
retail distribution of electricity. The Government does not now sell Columbia 
River power at retail—e. g., to individual householders, farmers, and com- 
mercial and small industrial establishments. Its customers include only pur- 
chasers of power in wholesale quantities—i. e., publicly and privately owned dis- 
tributing utilities, large Government defense iistalintiouws, aid atuminum aud 
other electrometallurgical and electrochemical industries which consume such 
large amounts of power that the price of the power is an important factor il 
determining whether the industry can otherwise exist at all on the scale made 
possible through the availability of low-cost hydro. We know of no responsible 
Governinent official who has sugevested that the business of distributing ele« 
tricity at retail is an appropriate function of the Federal Government. 

Second, the existence of such a responsibility ou the part of the Federal Goy 
ernment does not in any sense eliminate the subsisting public utility responsi 
hility which the non-Federal electric utilities in the Paciiic Northwest owe to 
their public. These utilities have full responsibility for retail distribution of 
clectric energy as well as a portion of the responsibility for meeting the basic 
power supply needs of the region. 

The Government should, to the extent consistent with the fulfillment of its 
responsibility to the region as a whole, facilitate the non-Federal utilities’ dis 
charge of their responsibility. In applying this principle, however, two points 
should be kept in mind: (1) The Government has the responsibility for func 
tions other than supplying electric energy and it should exercise its power so as 
to insure and promote the fullest economic use of the water resources of the 
region, and (2) the Government's responsibilities are to the entire region served 
by the river system, not just to a small segment of that region. 

Subject to these reservations, it is the view of the Department that discharge 
of the utility responsibility assumed by the Government in the Pacific Northwest 
requires it to make power available in amounts needed for orderly development 
of the region's resources and maintenance of its economic stability at a reasonable 
rate of growth. It is further the view of the Department that such power must 
be made available at the load centers of distributing utilities in such amounts 
and on such basis as will continue to assure comimuities a freedom of choice in 
determining what instrumentalities, organized under their own State laws, will 
be used to distribute this Federal power. 

Question 16A. If the Department is of that view, upon what statute or statutes 
does it hase its view? 

Answer. The Congress, by statutes cited) below, has authorized and directed 
the Department to enter into contracts for the disposition of power from Federal! 
projects. Pursuant to these contracts, the Federal Government has assumed 
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a legally enforceable obligation to supply certain needs for power. The extent 
of this obligation, which is the subject of contract, however, is not the limit of 
the responsibility that has been assumed by the United States in the Pacitic 
Northwest, as stated in the answer to question 16, 

While there is, strictly speaking, no legally enforceable obligation on the part 
of the United States to meet its full responsibility, the responsibility, neverthe 
less, eXists as a consequence of the Federal Government's course of action 
legislative and administrative—over a period of years in discharging powers and 
duties which are plainly within its constitutional prerogatives. 

Admittedly it is inconceivable under our constitutional system that any enforce 
able right against the Government or public officials requiring the discharge of 
the broad p blic responsibility that has been assumed by the United States can 
result without appropriate legislative action, which is necessary in any event to 
define the terms under which the right may be enforced by the persons to whom 
the responsibility is owed. It is, in fact, doubtful that such legislation would 
be enacted. Therefore, the situation of the Government in that regard is not 
strictly analogous to that of a private instrumentality performing public-uility 
funtions which can be compellet by the judicial process to render service to the 
entire public. Nevertheless, the moral responsibility to maintain and extend 
services May persist in cases where the Government has, through congressiona!!y 
authorized developments, undertaken to meet the public’s demand for essential 
services not otherwise obtainable on any rensonable basis. Recognition o i 
responsibility is found in the debate concerning authorization of TVA steam 
plants. It is found in various other enabling acts of similar nature, in appre 
priation acts which give practical effect to such recognition, and—very rarely 
in explicit statutory recognition of the responsibility. 

The Federal Government's utility responsibility has been long recognized bs 
the public in the Northwest. In 1948 most of the major publicly and privately 
owned electric utilities met in Tacoma, Wash., and drafted a statement which 
they each signed. In this statement these utilities declared : 

“* * * the immediate foresecable power needs of the Pacific Northwest 
can be met only if the Federal Government likewise recognizes its public-utility 
status and responsibilities as a major supplier of electricity at wholesale in 
the region.” 

As suggested above, the mere failure of the legislative body to provide ex 
pressly for the assumption of a public utility responsibility does not necesarily 
negate the existence of such responsibility. This responsibility exists in fact as 
a consequence of the Federal Government's activities in carrying out the pro- 
visions of a number of legislative enactments. These enactments include: The 
River and Harbor Act of 1899 (section 9 to 20, 30 Stat. 1121, 1151): Federal 
Power Act (41 Stat. 1063), as amended: Bonneville Project Act (50 Stat. 731), 
as amended: Reclamation Project Act of 1989 (53 Stat. 1187); Hunery Horse 
Act (58 Stat. 270) ; Flood Control Act of 1944 (section 5, 58 Stat. SS7) : a number 
of river and harbor and flood control acts and acts authorizing specific recla- 
mation projects beginning with the river and harbor act of 1935; and, of course, 
the various appropriation acts which have given practical content to these vari- 
ous enabling statutes. 

The tirst two of these acts together direct the Federal Government to super- 
vise and control the over-all development of the navigable river systems of the 
Nation, including the Columbia River system. Under these acts, the Govern- 
ment, in carrying out its responsibilities with respect to the regulation of com- 
merce, may determine that the maximum and the most beneficial development 
of a river system can be attained through the construction of large and expensive 
multiple-purpose projects which are beyond the capabilities of private or local 
public authorities. This in turn may preclude relatively small single-purpose 
power projects which are more likely to be within the limited capabilities of 
private or local public enterprise where, as indeed is the case with the single- 
purpose dams proposed by the Idaho Power Co. in the Hells Canyon reservoir 
area, such limited developments would not be compatible with the far more 
beneficial comprehensive development which the Federal Government may under- 
take in furtherance of its constitutienal responsibilities. 

In the case of power as well as other river development, as is pointed out in 
somewhat creater detail in the answer to a later question, these responsibilities 
may include those relating to the regulation of commerce, the raising and sup- 
porting of armies, the provision and maintenance of a navy, the arming of the 
militia, the promotion of national defense and the general welfare, the prepa- 
ration for and the waging of war, and the management of Federal property. 
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Indeed, the nature and extent of the practical benefits which in fact have been 
derived by the general public and the Federal Government, in the case o! 
Columbia River development alone, demonstrate the degree to which each deve! 
opment has furthered all these constitutional purposes—including even those 
which were not relied upon in enacting the legislation under which all this has 
been accomplished. 

The foregoing discussion does not necessarily mean the exclusion of non 
Federal participation in the development of a drainage basin in which there are 
substantial Federal developments. On the contrary, such non-Federal partici 
pation should be encouraged to the extent that it contributes to—rather than 
detracts from—the system of comprehensive development which best serves 
the public. 

It is particularly important that such participation should occur in the plan 
ning and other steps which lead to determination of the program of develop 
ment which will be followed, and present practices should be per ected with this 
end in mind. And beyond the planning stage there is a broad area, in any 
given drainage basin plan, in which non-Federal interests should and will actu 
ally undertake the construction and operation of various facilities which are 
consistent with a comprehensive basin plan as that plan evolves. 

The remaining statutes as cited above authorize and direct the construction of 
dams and power facilities, as well as establishment of suitable marketing ar 
rangements. As a result of action undertaken by the Congress and the execu 
tive branch pursuant to these statutes, the Federal projects in the Pacific North 
west now produce 59.6 percent of all the power generated by all utilities in the 
area, and this Federal power is generated and marketed so efficiently that, by a 
substantial margin, it is the lowest cost power generated in either the region 
or the Nation at large on any comparable scale. 

In reliance upon the provisions of these statutes, the people of the region 
have created many public agencies and cooperatives which, in turn, have so 
scheduled their operations as to be dependent largely upon the Federal Govern 
ment for their power supply. In addition to this, the private utilities rely upon 
the Government for a considerable portion of their total power supply and 
have scheduled their operations and sales accordingly. The Bonneville Power 
Administrator has entered into long-term contracts in accordance with law 
With these public and private agencies, under which the Government agrees to 
furnish them power. Millions of people are thus dependent upon the continued 
availability of such power on a basis which will meet the needs of a vigorous 
and expanding economy 

It is a consequence of all these laws—all of which are designed to secure the 
most Widespread public benefit fron: public resources through a reasonable 
exercise of constitutional powers—that the Government has assumed what 
nity properly be regarded as a public utility responsibility. 

Question 17. Further, if the Department is of that view, on what clause or 
Clauses of the Constitution does the Department rely for support of the assump- 
tions by the Federal Government of such responsibility ? 

Answer. The Department relies upon the following clauses of the Consti- 
tution: 

In article I, section 8, the clauses giving Congress power (1) to provide for the 
common defense and the general welfare of the United States, (2) to regulate 
commerce With foreign nations, and among the several States, and with the 
Indian tribes, (3) todeclare war * * *, (4) toraise and support armies * * *, 
(5) to provide and maintain a Navy, (6) to provide for * * * arming * * * 
the militia * * *, (7) to make all laws which shall be necessary and proper 
for carrying into execution the foregoing powers and all other powers vested by 
this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in any department 
or office thereof ; 

In article TV, section 3, the clause giving Congress the power to dispose of 
and make all needful rules and reguitaions respecting the territory or other 
property of the United States. 

In addition to the above, there may well be situations in which the treaty 
power of article IT, section 2 (together with the “all laws necessary and proper” 
clause of article I, section S) would confer authority for assumption of the 
responsibility of supplying some of the power needs of the region. The Columbia 
River is an international river; the United States has entered into treaty with 
Canada with respect to these waters and tnay enter into further treaties: and 
legislation to implement such treaties might well deal with power supply 
problems. 
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Question 17A. Under precisely what Supreme Court interpretation of that part 
or parts of the Constitution? 

Answer. Not all of the above clauses have been construed by the Supreme 
Court in a manner particularly relevant here, but most of them have. 

With respect to the clauses of the Constitution primarily relevant, the following 
Supreme Court cases are applicable : 

(1) Cases under the property clause. Ashiranderyv. Tennessee Valley Authority 
(197 U. S. 288 (1936)) and Tennessee Electric Power Company v. Tennessee 
Valley Authority (21 F. Supp. 947 (CE. D. Tennessee 1938), affirmed 306 U. 8. 
118 (1989)) holding that electric power which may be generated at Federal 
projects is property of the United States. United States v. San Francisco (510 
TU. S. 16 (1940)) and United States v. Gratiot (14 Peters 526 1840)), holding 
that the power entrusted to Congress with respect to property in the United 
States is without limitations, and that it is not for the Court to say how that 
trust should be administered. With respect to any of its property, the Federal 
Government tnay exercise the rights of an ordinary proprietor. Camfield v. 
United States (167 U. S. 518 (1897) ): Light v. United States (220 U.S. AS 
(1911)): Ruddy v. Rossi (248 U.S. 104 (1918)). Among these rights is the 
right to improve Federal property in order to enhance its usefulness and value 
This right was exercised at least as far back as 1902 when the Reclamation Act, 
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to establish, construct, and maintain 
irrigation projects, was enacted in order “to make marketable and inhabitable 
large areas of desert land within the public domain.” United States v. Hanson 
(167 F. 881, 883 (C.C. A. 9th, 1909) ). The power of Congress to legislate for such 
a purpose was expressly upheld in the Hanson case and in Burley v. United States 
(179 F. 1 (C. C. A. 9th, 1910) ). 

To the extent that the power from Tlells Canyon is useful in improving an 
creasing the value of Federal property, the authority to construct the dam would 
be authorized under the property clause as interpreted under the foregoing deci 
sions. The Federal property interests so protected and enhanced maw include 


lin 


the power capable of being generated at other Federal projects (Cand therefo 


the plants themselves at these other projects), the publie lands of the United 
States, the phosphates and other mineral reserves on these lands, and any other 
Federal property (e. g.. the Hanford Atomic Energy Works) which may be m 


terially safeguarded through the increased water storage and power which Hells 


Canvon wold make available 

(2) With respect to the authority of the Federal Government over navigable 
waterways as conferred by the commerce clause, the Supreme Court has had the 
following to say: 

“In our view, it cannot properly be said that the constitutional power of the 
United States over its waters is limited to control for navigation. By ‘naviga 
tion’, respondent means no more than operation of boats and improvement of 


the waterway itself. In principle the authority of the United States is the regu 
lation of commerce on its waters. Navigability, in the sense just stated, is but a 
part of this whole Flood control, watershed development, recovery of the cost 


of improvements through utilization of power are likewise parts of commerce 
control” (United States vo Appalachian Power Co. DAL U.S. 377, 426 619407) 
“There is no constitutional reason why Congress cannot, under the commerce 
power, treat the watersheds as a key to flood control on navigable streams sand 
their tributaries. Nor is there a constitutional necessity for viewing each reser 
voir project in isolation from a comprehensive plan covering the entire basin of a 


particular river. . * We have recently recognized that ‘flood protection, 
watershed development, recovery of the cost of improvements through utilization 
of power are * * * parts of commerce control (United States v. Appa 
lachian Power Co., supra, p. 426). And we now add that the power of flood con 
troi extends to the tributaries of navigable streams. * . As repented, 


recognized by this Court from WCulloch vo Maryland (4 Wheat. 316) to United 
States v. Darby (312 U.S. 100), the exercise of the granted power of Congress 
to regulate interstate commerce may be aided by appropriate and needful con- 
trol of activities and agencies which, though intrastate, affect that commerce” 
(Oklahoma v. Atkinson Co., 318 U.S. SOS, 5P5-526 (1941) ). 

It should be noted that the line of cases dealing with navigable waters rep 
resents only one facet of the commerce clause. Without endeavoring here to 
review the cases which in recent years have dealt with the general scope of that 
clanse, it is pertinent to observe that, because of the role of power in the develop 
ment of interstate Commerce, the navigation cases are not necessarily the sole 
basis on which that clause might be invoked for the purposes mentioned, 
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(3) Cases with respect to the war power. In Ashwander v. Tennessee Val- 
ley Authority, supra, the Court approved a district court finding that “the assur 
ance of an abundant supply of electric energy in the event of war” constitutes a 
national defense asset. In that case the Court approved the construction of and 
sale of hydroelectric power from Wilson Dam. 

(4) Cases with respect to the general welfare power. In United States y, 
Gerlach Livestock Co., (339 U. S. 725 (1950)), the Court stated that “Congress 
has a substantive power to tax and appropriate for the general welfare, limited 
only by the requirement that it shall be exercised for the common benefit as 
distinguished from some mere local purpose.” The Court further asserted 
“Thus the power of Congress to promote the general welfare through large-scal 
projects for reclamation, irrigation, and other internal improvement, is now us 
clear and ample us its power to accomplish the same results indirectly through 
resort to strained interpretation of the power over navigation.” 

In Cleveland v. United States (323 U.S. 329 (1945)), affirming United States \ 
Boyle (52 F. Supp. 906 O(N. D. Ohio (1945)), the Supreme Court was called upo! 
to determine whether the Government, under the general welfare power, might 
expend funds for the purpose of constructing low-cost housing projects as part of 
its slum-clearance program. Mr. Justice Roberts, for Unanimous Court, answered 
the question thus presented in the affirmative on the authority of the Butler, 
Steward Machine Co., and Helvering causes. See also to the same effect United 
States vy. Milwaukee (49 F. Supp. 486 (EF. D. Wis. 1948), affirmed 140 F. 2d 286 
(CCA Tth (1944)), certiorari denied, $22 U.S. 735 (1944), Bastian v. United 
States (118 F. 2d 777 (CCA 6th, 1941), Oklahoma City v. Sanders (94 F. 2d 323 
(CCA 10th (1958)). If the Government may thus set to relieve a shortage of 
adequate housing, it would seem to follow, a fortiori, that it may also act, in an 
important region of the country, to relieve a threatened shortage of a commodity 
so basic to modern civilization as electric power. 

Of course even though it might very well be supported on such basis alone 
if the question were to be litigated, it should be borne in mind that the consti 
tutional validity and the justification for the construction of the Hells Canyon 
division is not to be based exclusively upon the power aspects of that project 
The project is being authorized for other purposes as well, and any attempt 
to isolate the power aspects of the project and to discuss it exclusively in these 
terms would be misleading. Questions 16-19 ure phrased as though development 
of power were the sole function of the Hells Canyon division. This is not the 
case, and the constitutional authority of the Federal Government to construct 
the Hells Canyon division is determined not by an inquiry whether or not the 
Federal Government has any responsibility for the supply of power needs in the 
region, but rather, whether the Federal Government has authority to supply 
all or a portion of those needs in conjunction with its development of the wate! 
resources of the region in te interests of national defense, the general welfare, 
and the promotion of commerce. Answers to later questions discuss these 
points further. 

Question 18. Again, if the Departinent is of that view, does the view extend 
to any and every other part of the United States? A. What parts, if any, are 
excepted 7 

Answer. The responsibility of the Government to supply the power needs 
of the people in any region or area is, of course, governed by the circumstances 
of each case. Tt has already been shown that both as a matter of law and fact 
this responsibility exists in both the Pacific Northwest and the TVA service 
areas. It may therefore be stated that legal basis for ubiquitous responsibility 
exists. Its actual extension to any particular region is a matter controlled 
by the Congress. It will be observed that in making the decision for an) 
particular area the Congress must be informed as to all the factors relevant 
to that area, This generally requires exhaustive listings and analyses. As 
you know, the proceedings at congressional level are by no means ex part: 
presentations by Executive agencies. All sides are heard by those congressional! 
committees which are concerned with the investment of Federal funds for the 
purpose of regional development of this country’s land and water resources 

Question 19. Upon what basis in statute law and the Constitution does the 
Department rest its view that the Federal Government is authorized to develop 
power solely for purposes other than consumption directiv by the Federal 
Government in the performance of some constitutional function ? 

Answer. The answer to this question is covered in the answers to questions 
16 and 17. 

Question 20. In order that the development of hvdoelectric power by the 
Federal Government as part of a multi-purpose project shall be lawful under 
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the Constitution, does it suffice that such development of power merely be in 
connection with or as part of a project which comprises navigation or flood- 
control elements authorized under the Constitution, even though, by reason 
of the development of power, the dam and reservoir of the multi-purpose de- 
velopment are materially larger and more costly than would be the case except 
fur such power development? 

Auswer. Yes. 

Question 20A. If the Department is of an affirmative view, upon what statu 
tory and constitutional bases does it rest that view % 

Answer. Oklahoma vy. Atkinson (313 U.S. 508 (1941)). Im that case Okla- 
homa contended that the project report showed that a reservoir for purposes 
only of flood control would have a muximum height of 165 feet, while a reser 
voir for flood control and power development would require a maximum of 185 


fee It earnestly contended that the additional 20 feet in height of the dain 
requires a very much greater acreage of appellant's comain than would a project 
for flood control only. And it insisted that Congress was without autho 

to authorize a taking of Oklahoma’s domain for the cousiruction of the v 


power feature of the project, 

Phe Court nevertheless upheld the construction of the project as a moltip! 
purpose projec t. 

In addition, power generation is itself a lawful purpose for Federal devel 
ment. See answers to questious le and 17. 

Question ZOD. Does the Departinent disagree with the statement o the 
United States Supreme Court in the cuse of Ashirander vo. TVA (297 U.S. Ss 
to the eifect that, in order that hydroelectric power at a dam constructed for 
u different (and concedediy constitutional) purpose may lawfully be developed 
by the Federal Government, the power potentiality in point must result as an 
inevitable incident to the existence of a dam which has been constructed solely 
for that different and concededly constitutional purpose? ii se, on what basis 
does it so disagree? 

Answer. Presumably the question has reference to the following statement 
appearing in the opinion of the Court, by Mr. Chief Justice Hughes, at page 
340: 

“The Government is disposing of the energy itself which simply is the mechani 
cal energy, incidental to falling water at the dam, converted into the electric 
energy Which is susceptible of transmission. The question here is simply as to the 
acquisition of the transmission lines as a facility for the disposal of that energy. 
And the Government rightly conceded at the bar, in substance, that it was with 
out constitutional authority to acquire or dispose of such energy except us it 
comes into being in the operation of works constructed in the exercise of some 
power delegated to the United States ” 

But note carefully what it was that was said here. <All that was being said 
Wis there must be constitutional bases for the construction of the works. With 
that statement we, of Course, agree 

ye would point out that in answer to questions 17, 17A, 19, 20, 20A, 23, 
2oA, and 27, we discuss decisions of the Supreme Court which indicate the 
constitutional bases for activities of the Federal Government in the field of 
resource development, bages which are much more clearly established by 
court decisions today than in 1935 and 1936 when the Ashwander case was 
urgued and decided. 

However, if by the question, reference was not intended to the quotation from 
pave 540 and, if instead, it Was meant to imply that in the Ashwander case it was 
either stated or held that the Government may develop and sell only such energy 
us might incidentally be developed in the operation of a dam solely for purposes 
of navigation or tlood control, we could not agree with such a conclusion, for 
the court in the Ashwander case expressly repudiated that conclusion, At pages 
636 and 337, the Court says: “Would anyone say that, * * * with abundant 
power available, which must otherwise be wasted, the supply to the communities 
and enterprises whose very life may be at stake must be limited to the slender 
amount of surplus unavoidably involved in the operation of the navigation 
works, becau e the Constitution does not permit any more energy to be generated 

lais.vibuted?’ We agree with the Court's holding that such is not the case. 
[he electric energy involved in the Ashwander case was found to be “an in- 
eVitable incident of the construction of the dam.” But nowhere in the opinion 
does the Court say that this factor is necessary in order for the Federal Gov 
croment to lawfully develop hydroelectric power. 

In other cases, both before and after the Ashwander case, the Court has made 
it clear that it does not adopt the view that the only electric power which the 
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Government may develop is that which is the “inevitable incident to the existence 
of adam * * * constructed solely for’ different purposes. For example, 
Hoover Dam was not constructed “solely” for purposes other than power. One 
of the purposes expressed in the act was “for the generation of electrical energy 
us a means of making the project herein authorized a self-supporting and finan- 
cially solvent undertaking” (act of December 21, 1928, 45 Stat. 1057). The Su- 
preme Court upheld the constitutionality of the construction of this project in 
lrivona v. California, 283 U. S. 428 (1981). 

The project involved in United States vy. Appalachian Electric Power Co, (311 
UL S. S77 (1940)) was a private project constructed by a power company ex- 
elusively for the purpose of power development. Yet in that case the Court 
upheld the right of the Government to take over this project at the expiration 
of the FPC license, and to require, as a condition of such license, the insertion of 
an acquisition clause, If the United States can constitutionally acquire a power 
dam, it can constitutionally construct one. 

In Oklahoma vy. Atkinson (313 U.S. 508 (1941)), the Court upheld the con- 
struction of the Denison Dam. The act authorizing that project authorized the 
construction of certain “works of improvement for the benefit of navigation and 
the control of destructive flood waters and for other purposes.” The act added 

requirement that “penstocks or other similar facilities adapted to possible 
future use in the development of hydroelectric power shall be installed in any 
dam herein authorized * *” (act of June 28, 1938, 52 Stat. 1215). Power 

enerated by such facilities would not be the “inevitable incident” of the existence 
of a dam constructed “solely” for other purposes. In that case the Court re- 
irmed its earlier statement that “recovery of the cost of improvements through 
tilization of power” is part of commerce control, and it declared further: “Nor 
is there a constitutional necessity for viewing each reservoir project in isolation 
from a comprehensive plan covering the entire basin of a particular river” 
(313 U. 8S. 525). 

Question 21. In the Hells Canyon project, what physical structure or strue- 

s are there included which have been designed and would be constructed in 
rder to obtain the claimed benefits in respect of: A. Navigation’ DB. Flood 
control? 

Auswer. The benefits to navigation and flood control which are attributable 
io the Hells Canyon division could be obtained by building at the Hells Canyon 
dum site a dam and reservoir somewhat smaller than the proposed dam and 

rvoir—a dam and reservoir with an active capacity of 5,280,000 acre-feet, 

ut with outlet capacity somewhat greater than that of the proposed Hells Canyon 
gin. Such a smaller dam and reservoir would not necessarily have a power 
lant As compared with the proposed Hells Canyon liam and Reservoir, such 
hypothetical dam and reservoir would be nearly as large and nearly as costly, 

but without a pewer plant at the dam itself would not be justified in terms of its 


' 


enetit-cost ratio. 

Mither with respect to the proposed Hells Canyon Dam and Reservoir or with 
the smaller dam and reservoir, no other single-purpose separate structures are 

cessary to realize the claimed navigation and flood-control benefits. In the 
case of the proposed Hells Canyon Dam an! Reservoir the downstream navi 
ration benefits will result from storage releases for power operations. These 
relenses will tend to increase minimum channel depths on the lower reaches 
of the river system. The desired flood-control bencfits will become available 
under an operating plan that will provide both the desired flood-control bene 
fits nnd the best possible power operation as a part of the Columbia River power 
sVstem, 
22.) Assuming that the structures, if any. which are proposed to 
be included in the project in order to obtain the estimated benefits in respect 
to navigation and flood control were omitted from the project, then to what 
extent, if any, would the estimated annual power bene it bo reduced A. Upon 
the same assumption, to what extent would the estimated cost of the project be 


(Juestion 


reduced ? 

\nswer, Since there are no single-purpose navigation ot 
tures needed to realize the claimed benefits, there can be no reduction in the 
estimated annual power benefits and no change in project cost 

If. however, it were propesed to build a dam and reservoir to obtain the 
same power benefits as will flow from the proposed Hells Canyon Dam and 
power plant and to forego the navigation and flood-control benetits, it appears, 
from a tentative review of the data at hand, that a reservoir of substantially 
the same capacity as now proposed might be built. 


flood-control strue 
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Question 23. Whether or not the Department agrees with the following as- 
sumption, assume that the Federal Government has no authority in law to 
develop a power project which is intended solely to supply power for purposes 
other than consumption directly by the Federal Government in the performance 
of some constitutional function, then will the introduction of a minor amount 
of an admittedly constitutional function (such as improvement for interstate 
navigation) suffice to make the project lawful under the Constitution ? 

Answer: On the Stated hypothesis, and ussuming the question relates to 
the competency of the Congress to authorize the project in the circumstances 
stated, the answer is clearly “Yes.” But before proceeding to analysis of the 
judicial support for this conclusion, it is pertinent to observe that this question 
is not based on merely one erroneous assumption, but on three assumptions 
which are inapplicable to the Hells Canyon problem. 

First, for reasons indicated above in the answers to questions 16 and 17, it 
is an incorrect statement of the law to assume that the Federal Government has 
no authority in law “to develop a power project which is intended solely to supply 
power for purposes other than consumption directly by the Fedecal Govern 
ment in the performance of some constitutional function.” 

Second, it is erroneous to assume that we are dealing with “a power project 
which is intended solely to supply power for purposes other than consutuption 
directly by the Federal Government * * *.” As the hearings on H. R. 5745 
have shown, Hells Canyon is but one part of a comprehensive program for 
the development of the Columbia River Basin for multiple purposes, including 
flood control and navigation as well as power. Nor is it true that none of the 
power produced is to be for “consumption directly by the Federal Government.” 

Third, it is likewise erroneous (even if we deny, for the sake of argument, 
that power itself is a proper constitutional objective) to assume that Hells 
Canyon authorization is supported only by a “minor amount of an admittedly 
constitutional function.” The flood control and navigation function of Hells 
Canyou are not in “minor amounts.” 

As for judicial support tor the answer given above in reply to this question, 
it is pertinent to invite attention to the constitutional prerogatives of the 
Congrees in enacting legislation based on only “a minor amount of an admittedly 
constitutional function” (improvement for interstate navigation is suggested in 
the interrogatory). The Supreme Court often has passed on this question— 
several times in relation to water resources and power legislation. 

Once this element of constitutionality is established, it is up to the Congress 
not the courts—to determine the scope of legislation which will implement these 
admittedly constitutional purposes. Thus, in Oklahoma vy. Atkinson (313 U.S. 
DUS, S27 (19419), the United States Supreme Court made the tollowing 
pronouncement : 

“Such matters raise not constitutional issues but questions of policy. They 
relate to the wisdom, need, and effectiveness of a particular project. They are 
therefore questions for the Congress not the courts. For us to inquire whether 
this reservoir will effect a substantial reduction in the lower Mississippi floods 
would be to exercise a legislative judgment based on a complexity of engineering 
data. It is for Congress alone to decide whether a particular project, by itself 
or as part of a more comprehensive scheme, will have such a beneficial effect on 
the arteries of interstate Commerce as to warrant it. That determination is 
legislative in character. * * *° 

The Court also stated (at p. 535): 

“And, as we have said, the fact that ends other than flood control will also 
be served, or that flood control may be relatively of lesser importance does not 
invalidate the exercise of the authority conferred on Congress. * * * 

In this connection, the Supreme Court made the following statement in the 
case of Arizona v. California (283 U.S. 428, 456 (1931)), in sustaining Federal 
construction of the dam, reservoir, and power plant in connection with the 
Boulder Canyon project (now Hoover Dam) : 

“And the fact that purposes other than navigation will also be served could 
not invalidate the exercise of the authority conferred, even if those other purposes 
would not alone have justified an exercise of Congressional power. * *  *” 

Nothing could be more unrealistic than to split away one of the beneficial pur- 
poses of a proposed multipurpose project, to view this isolated purpose detail by 
detail, in order to question its constitutionality as a separate issue, and, in the 
course of such ex: mination, to ignore the fact that the proposed project is part «1 
a comprehensive plan of development for purposes which are patently consistent 
with recognized constitutional prerogatives of the Federal Government. This is 
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particularly true in a case, such as Hells Canyon, where the identical facilities are 
used for all of the purposes, where the identical operations serve all these 
purposes, and where the “doubtful” purpose is the paying partner which makes 
the other purposes feasible of accomplishment. 

The Supreme Court recognized this fact in United States v. Appalachian Elec 
tri: Power Co. (311 U. 8S. 3877 (1940) ), in the following language at 426: 

“In our view, it cannot properly be said that the constitutional power of the 
United States over its waters is limited to control for navigation. By naviga 
tion respondent means no more than operation of boats and improvements of the 
waterway itself. In truth the authority of the United States is the regulation 
of commerce on its waters. Navigability, in the sense just stated is but a part 
of this whole. Flood protection, watershed development, recovery of the cost of 
improvements, through utilization of power, are likewise parts of commerce 
control, * * %” 

The Court also said (at page 426-427): 

“Water power development from dams in navigable streams is from the public’s 
standpoint a byproduct of the general use of the rivers for commerce. * * * 
The point is that navigable waters are subject to national planning and contro 
in the broad regulation of commerce granted the Federal Government. * * *” 

As suggested above, the proposal at hand—authorization of construction, opera 
tion and maintenance of the initial phase of the Snake River project—involves 
no mere “minor amount of an admittedly constitutional function”, the measure 
of constitutionality suggested in question 25. As the hearings on H. R. 5748 have 
indicated, Hells Canyon Dam is a major structure in the Army-Interior main 
tlood-control plan, and its 3,880,000 acre-feet of usuable storage capacity can by 
no means be characterized as “minor.” Hells Canyon will contribute to the im 
provement of navigation in two ways. Releases from its reservoir during the 
period of low flow on the Snake and Columbia will increase the depth of water 
in downstream navigable reaches, and in addition, Hells Canyon Dam will create 
a navigable lake of its own. Large blocks of power, and the presence of a navi 
gable lake behind Hells Canyon Dam will make possible the development of 
valuable mineral deposits of the Snake River Canyon which have been little 
developed to date. The value of the public lands will be greatly enhanced as 
development of the Snake River project proceeds. There can be no serious 
question as to the reasonable relationship of this proposal to admittedly con- 
stitutional purposes. 

In the Atkinson case, cited above, the Supreme Court held that Federal power 
to control floods in the interest of commerce extends not only to navigable 
streams on which flood damage occurs, but also to their nonnavigable tribu- 
turies, saying at 313 United States 525: 

“We would, however, be less than frank if we failed to recognize this project 
as part of a comprehensive flood control program for the Mississippi itself. 
But there is no constitutional reason why Congress or the courts should be 
blind to the engineering prospects of protecting the Nation's arteries of Commerce 
through control of the watersheds. There is no constitutional reason why 
Congress cannot under the commerce power treat the watersheds as a key to 
flood control on navigable streams or their tributaries. Nor is there a consti- 
tutional necessity for viewing each reservoir project in isolation from a com 
prehensive plan covering the entire basin of a particular river. We need no 
survey to know that the Mississippi is 2 navigable river. We need no survey 
to know that the tributaries are generous contributors to the floods of the 
Mississippi. And it is common knowledge that Mississippi floods have paralyzed 
commerce in the affected areas and have impaired navigation itself. * * *” 

Similarly it is common knowledge, at least to the people of the Pacific North 
west, that the Columbia is one of this country’s greatest navigable rivers, and that 
the Snake is one of the Columbia’s main tributaries—-a “generous contributor’ 
to the floods of the Columbia. On May 30, 1948, a Columbia River flood knocked 
out interstate railroad transportation, wiped out the Oregon community of 
Vanport, paralyzed commerce in the Vancouver, Wash.-Portland. Ore. aren, 
and seriously disrupted water traffic on the lower Columbia. It is thus to 
he seen that benefits from storage for flood control and benefits from impreve 
ment or navigation are interrelated and inseparable in the case of the Snake and 
the Columbia, so that the Supreme Court's treatment of the problem as one of 
“commerce control” in the Appalachian Electric Power case, cited above, is un 
questionably the correct constitutional approach when the Columbia) River 

avn is consice ed \s the Supreme Court said in the Atkinson case at 315 
United States 525-526: 
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“For just as control over the nonnavigable parts of a river may be essential 
or desirable in the interests of the navigable portions, so may the key to flood 
control on a navigable stream be found in whole or in part in flood control on its 


tributaries. * °° *” 

In NSeranton v. Wheeler (179 U.S. 141) the Supreme Court held that whether 
navigation upon waters over which Congress may exert its authority requires 
improvement at all, or improvement in a particular way, are matters wholly 
within its discretion. This decision, and the Appalachian and Atkinson cases, 
appear to leave little room for future constitutional attacks upon proposed 
Federal stream improvement projects if such attacks are founded on the “benefit 
splitting’ or “isolated project” approach—the approach which appears to 
underlie questions 23 through 26. It would seem that the public would be ill- 
served if the Constitution allowed the construction of only those flood control 
and navigation projects which would provide only a minor amount of power 
revenues for reimbursement, since major amounts of storage for flood control, 
navigation benefits, and power production are all realizable from projects like 
Grand Coulee and Hells Canyon. 

Question 24. In the case of the Hells Canyon project. upon the foregoing as- 
sumption and with the further assumption that all of the benefit claimed in 
respect of navigation accrues to interstate commerce, would that claimed benefit 
be sufficient in and of itself to make the project lawful under the Constitution? 

Answer: As has been shown in the answer to question 25, the benefits to naviga- 
tion derivable from Hells Canyon Dam would be sufficient in and of themselves 
to make the project lawful under the Constitution? 

Question 25. In the case of the Hells Canyon project, upon that same assump- 
tion (per item 23), if there were no benefits except as to flood control and power 
and if all benefit claimed from the flood control were for interstate Commerce, 
would the claimed amount of benefit to flood control be sufficient in and of itself 
ito make the project lawful under the Constitution? 

Answer: As has been shown in the answer to question 23, the flood-control 
benefits to be derived from Hells Canyon Dam would be sufficient in and of 
themselves to make the project lawful under the Constitution. 

Question 25A. Could that claimed flood-control benefit be materially smaller 
and still be sufficient in and of itself to make the project lawful? 

Answer: The claimed flood-control benefits could be materially smaller and 
still be sufficient in and of themselves to make the project lawful under the 
Constitution. Bearing in mind the recent disastrous Columbia River floods, and 
bearing in mind the major benefits which can be derived from even a minor 
lowering of the flood crest on a river of the size of the Columbia, the availability 
of storage capacity materially below Hells Canyon's 3,880,000 acre-feet of usable 
storage capacity would certainly justify the Congress in exercising its discretion 
to authorize a project which will return all reimbursable costs—as Hells Canyon 
will. As indicated in the answer to question 23, the wisdom, need, and effective- 
ness of a particular project are to be decided by the Congress, not the courts. 

As the Court declared in Oklahoma vy. Atkinson (313 U.S. 508, 533-5384 (1941) : 

“ * * the fact that ends other than flood control will also be served, or 
that flood control may be relatively of lesser importance, does not invalidate 
the exercise of the authority conferred on Congress * * = *,” 

Question 26. In the case of the Hells Canyon project, upon that same assump- 
tion (per item 23) and further assuming that all of the navigation and flood- 
control benefits accrue to interstate commerce, would the existence of such 
claimed benefits be sufficient in and of themselves to make the project lawful 
under the Constitution? 

Answer: Yes. As has been shown in the answer to question 23, navigation 
benefits and flood-control benefits are interrelated and inseparable. Moreover, 
as there indicated, either the flood-control benefits or the navigation benefits 
Standing alone would be sufficient in and of themselves to make the Snake River 
project lawful under the Constitution. 

Question 27. In what clause or clauses of the Constitution does the Department . 
find authority for the expenditure of Federal funds for the attainment of recrea- 
tional benefits? 

Answer. There are at least two constitutional bases on which to rest the ex- 
penditures for recreational developments that would be authorized by H. R. 5743. 

As a basis for discussion of them, it is desirable, however, to indicate the nature 
of the proposals. It is proposed that not to exceed $1,000,000 be spent for the 
construction of facilities on lands that would be obtained for the project even 
though the recreational facilities were not to be built. The facilities, which 
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will, by way of illustration only, include such things as facilities for handling 
tourists and sightseers at the dam, facilities such as campsites and access roads 
along the shore of the reservoir to permit recreational use of lands, and facilities 
such as docks to permit access to the water surface of the reservoir. It may be 
suid, therefore, that the expenditures for recreational purposes will be by way 
of improvement of properties of the United States obtained and used primarily 
for other purposes. 

Such a program of development of properties of the United States to permit use 
of their recreational aspects can be undertaken under the authority of article 
IV, section 3, clause 2 of the Constitution. It is there provided that the Congress 
shall have power to dispose of, and enact all needful rules and regulations re- 
specting the territory or other property belonging to the United States. The 
courts have stated, in interpreting this clause of the Constitution, that the 
Federal Government may exercise the rights of an ordinary proprietor in respect 
to its property, and may improve Federal property in order to enhance its us: 
fulness. In the case oi the United States vo Hanson (167 F. SST (1909) ). the 
power of the United States to establish, construct, and maintain irrigation 
projects on public lands was challenged. The Circuit Court of Appeals for the 
Ninth Circuit expressly upheld the power of the Congress to legislate for such 
a purpose, basing its holding on this provision of the Constitution. This result 
Was noted with approval in Buricy v. United States (179 F.1, C. C. A. 9th (1910) 5, 

The foregoing holdings are basically to the effect that the United States may, 
under the power granted by this article IV, section 3, clause 2, expend money 
to improve its property and thereby permit of a greater use of it. The proposed 
program in this case as to recreation is essentially the same; that is, to spend 
money for recreational facilities to permit a fuller use of properties that the 
United States will have acquired for other purposes within its powers under 
the Constitution. 

Authority for such a recreational development of Federal property can also 
be found in the powers given to the Congress by article I, paragraph 8, clause 1, 
Which provides that “the Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, 
pois pe . imposts and excises to pay the debts and Provide for the common defense 

nd general welfare of the United States; * “ 

Prior to 1937 there was some doubt as to whether this clause of the Con- 
stitution permitted the Congress to appropriate money to be spent to provide 
for the general welfare of the United States. In the case of Helveriag vy. Davis 
(301 U.S. 674 (1937)), Mr. Justice Cardozo, however, stated flatly: “Congress 
may spend money in aid of the ‘general welfare, Constitution, article I, para- 
graph 8.” using as authority for this position the cases of United States v. 
butler (297 U.S. 1, (1986) ) and Charles BP. Steward Machine Company v. Davis 
(301 U. S. 548 (1987) ). In Cleveland v. United States (323 U.S. 329 (1945)), 
which was a challenge, among other things, of the authority of Congress to 
provide for low-cost housing and slum clearance by the Federal Government, 
Mr. Justice Roberts stated that the Housing Act itself declared a policy to pro- 
imote the general welfare of the Nation, by using its money to assist States in 
relieving unemployment and safeguarding safety and morals of the Nation's 
citizens by improving housing conditions. The challenge failed, the court re- 
lying on the cases of United States y. Butler, Steward Machine Company vy. Davis, 
and IHelvering vy. Davis, supra. 

In the recent case of United States v. Gerlach Livestock Company (339 U.S 
729 (1950) ), the court, in discussing congressional purposes of the statutes there 
involved, stated that, notwithstanding earlier doubts, it has been accepted that 
in conferring power upon Congress to tax “to pay the debts and provide for 
the common defense and general welfare of the United States” the Constitution 
delezated power separate from those later enumerated, and was not restricted 
by them, and has become accepted “that Congress has a substantive power to 
tax and appropriate for the general welfare, limited only by the requirement that 
it shall be exercised for the common benefit, as distinguished from some mere 
local purpose.” 

In view of these interpretations of the general welfare clause of the Con- 
stitution, certainly the authority of the United States to expend money to de- 
velop the recreational aspects of properties of the United States held for other 
coustitutional purposes cannot be questioned. 

Even before the constitutional powers of the United States to spend money 
for the general welfare was established, the courts had held that the United 
States had the power to condemn land for park and recreational developments. 
These cases were put on the grounds that these uses were public uses, without 
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the question being raised as to whether these were uses which could be under- 
taken within the constitutional grant of powers. 

The case of Shoemaker et al. vy. United States (147 U.S. 282 (1893)) was one 
of the earlier cases which recognized that a park or pleasure ground for the 
benefit and enjoyment of the people of the United States was a public use within 
the meaning of the final clause of the fifth amendment to the Constitution. A 
later case in this field was United States v. 546.03 acres more or less of land 
situate in Lnion Township, Bedford County, Pa. (22 F. Supp. 775 (1938)), in 
which land in Pennsylvania was condemned for the Blue Knob project, a park 
project having its origin in the National Park Service of the Department of the 
Interior. United States v. Dieckman ct al. (101 FF. 2d, 421 (1989) ) was a case 
in which the Circuit Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit affirmed the judg- 
ment of the District Court for the Southern District of Indiana, condemning 
privately owned land in the State of Indiana for the purpose of creating a 
“demonstrational recreational park” pursuant to the National Recovery Act (40 
U.S. Cc. A. 401, et seq.). In the more recent case of TVA v. Welch (327 U.S. 
146 (1946)), the United States Supreme Court upheld the authority of the TVA 
to condemn lands to be transferred to the Great Smoky National Park, the Court 
stating: “We think that it is the function of the Congress to decide what type 
of taking is for a public use, and that the agency authorized to do the taking 
may do so to the full extent of its statutory authority.” 

These cases are sufficient in themselves to establish the right of the Congress 
to provide lands for recreational purposes, and certainly when these holdings 
are coupled with the holdings as to the powers of the Congress to spend money 
for the general welfare, it must be concluded that the program of development 
for recreational development under H. R. 5743 is constitutionally unassailable. 

Question 28. What is the minimum pool level proposed for the Hells Canyon 
Reservoir? How many feet is that minimum pool level above the natural low 
water elevation at the dam site? 

Answer: The minimum pool elevation is 1,788 feet, which is 313 feet above 
the tailwater elevation immediately below the dam. 

(a) Will that reservoir capacity and that height of dam which are below that 
minimum pool elevation be useful for, or contribute benefits to, any purpose other 
than the development of power’? 

Answer: The dead storage below elevation 1,788 feet will be useful, in addition 
to power operations, for navigation on the reservoir, for conservation purposes 
including preservation of fish life, and for detention of sediment. 

(4) What is the amount of storage capacity below minimum pool level? 

Answer: The amount of storage below the minimum pool elevation is 520,000 
acre-feet. 

Question 20. In view of the authorization provision of section 9 (a) of the 
Reclamation Project Act of 1989, covering the projects to be constructed by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, why is the Hells Canyon project being submitted for 
authorization by Congress instead of authorization by the Secretary of the 
Interior? 

Answer. Authorization of the Hells Canyon project by the Secretary of the 
Interior under the provisions of section 9 (a) of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1939 would be entirely proper. As a matter of fact, authorization of the 
project under the Reclamation Project Act has been considered at length by the 
Department of the Interior. The procedure established by that act is applicable, 
and the project meets all the criteria required by the act. However, in order 
to recognize certain special problems of local concern and to provide specific 
solutions therefor, it was considered desirable to seek authorization by a special 
act that would assure by law that the specific solutions would govern the opera 
tion of the project. 

The first of these problems was as to future consumptive uses of water up- 
stream from Hells Canyon Dam. The Federal reclamation law, which would 
govern Hells Canyon Dam if authorized by a finding under the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939, would give protection to existing water rights for irrigation 
but not as to future rights. It was considered desirable here to restate the pro- 
tection as to existing rights and to provide, in addition, a specific measure of 
protection for future consumptive use developments upstream from the dam. 
This protection would be afforded by section 2 of H. R. 5743 and S. 2812. 

Second, it was considered desirable to provide by statute the reservation of 
a block of power for purchase by the State of Idaho. If Hells Canyon Dam were 
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to be authorized by a finding under the 1939 act, there would be no statutory 
assurance that power would be available for purchase by the State of Idaho 
It should be noted here that initially the Department proposed a different type 
of reservation of power, one that would have assured the availability of a block 
of power to Idaho and eastern Oregon, though not confined to purchase by the 
State. The form of reservation set out in section 3 of the bill, to which the De 
partment agreed somewhat reluctantly, was desired by a group of citizens repre 
senting various loca] interests whe felt that the reservation in the case of the 
State of Idaho should be in the form of a right in the State to purchase. 

Finally, since this is a highly controversial project it was considered that, 
although it could be authorized by Secretarial finding of feasibility, the oppor- 
tunity should be afforded for the legislative committees of the Congress to con 
sider substantive legislation. 

Mr. Eneir. With reference to that, Mr. Reporter, may I suggest 
that to avoid unduly burdening the transcript, that there not be a 
repetition of all of these matters in the reporter’s transcript, but they 
be referred to, and when the record is printed, they will be printed. 

Mr. Stinson. I think I could finish my statement in about 5 or 10 
minutes at the most. We are right up at 12 o'clock. 

Mr. Harrison. The House is in session. 

Mr. Eneve. You will be here tomorrow morning, Mr. Stinson. You 
will have time then. 

Mr. Stinson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Encie. We are going to have a roll call right away. 

Mr. Poutson. I would like to make a statement for the record, in 
line with the statement I made today, that there has been no apparent 
interest on the part of the supposed proponents of this legislation; 
namely, the majority of the colleagues from the other side, the Demo- 
cratic colleagues, that if they show the same lack of attention tomor- 
row, that I expect to bring up a point of order that a quorum is not 
present, or else make a motion that the bill be tabled, which in due 
time it will be, and just to put them on notice right now. 

I would also like to have them on record on this monstrosity, too, 
so that is why I am challenging them to come over here. That is for 
the record. 

Mr. Eneir. The committee will be so informed. We will stand 
in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Stinson, for your statement. 

Mr. Stinson. Thank you. 

Mr. Ener. At this point I would like to place in the record a copy 
of my letter of April 9 to the Federal Power Commission regarding 
H. R. 5743, together with the Commission’s reply dated April 25. 

(The material is as follows:) 

APRIL 9, 1952. 
Mr. THomas C. BUCHANAN, 
teting Chairman, Federal Power Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 

De\Rk Mr. BUCHANAN: The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs completed last week 7 days of 
hearings on H. R. 5745, a bill to authorize the construction of Hells Canyon Dam. 
During the course of the hearings, approximately equal time was given to the 
proponents and opponents of the measure, 

There were a number of questions regarding the testimony and especially 
on the amount of power that would be generated by the Federal development 
and the proposed development of the Idaho Power Co. The Federal plan calls 
for one dam in Hells Canyon, and the power company plan calls for five run- 
of-the-river plants. 

It seemed that a basic question so far as the national interest is concerned 
is whether this desirable dam site should be preempted by the Idaho Power Co. 
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for low-head plants when a possibility exists for future construction of a high 
dam which would produce nearly twice as much power. 

The committee made it very clear that the majority of the members favor 
development by private enterprise if private enterprise could really do the job. 
Some members were sceptical concerning the ability of private enterprise to 
provide sufficient quantities of power to meet the needs of the Northwest. If 
private enterprise cannot do the job and the power is g ng to be needed in 
the future, then it would appear in the national interests to withhold action 
on the application of the Idaho Power Co. until this whole matter is resolved 

In the meantime, the committee would appreciate receiving an official report 
from you giving the possible power production under the Government plan 
(including downstream power production at other plants) and the aimount of 
power that can be developed at the Oxbow site and the other four proposed 
plants of the power company. Additionally, we would be glad to have whatever 
comment you bave to make in regard to the respective advantages and dis 
advantages of the proposed development by the private power company and the 
Interior Department. Attached for vour information is a statement submitted 
to us by the Department of the Interior showing the prime power added incre 
mentally to regional resources. We would appreciate receiving your comment 
on its accuracy. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 


FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington, April 25, 1952. 
Project No. 1971. 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Deak MR. ENGLE: This is in response to your letter dated April 9, 1952. re- 
questing an official report on the relative merits of the Hells Canyon project, 
proposed for authorization for construction by the Department of the Interior 
in H. R. 5743, as against five run-of-river projects proposed by the Idaho Power 
Co, to develop the same reach of the Snake River in Idaho and Oregon. I can 
assure you that the Commission will be very glad to give your committee all 
possible assistance in the matter but, first, I would like to outline the situation 
at it stands before the Commission. 

On June 24, 1947, Idaho Power Co. filed an application for a preliminary per- 
mit for the Oxbow project No, 1971, to be located on the Snake River in Idaho 
and Oregon. It should be noted that a preliminary permit is issued for the sole 
purpose of maintaining priority of application for a license during a period when 
the perinittee lnay perfect his plans and make financial arrangements and does 
hot author ze construction of a project. 

For several reasons not bow important the Commission took no action on the 
application for a preliminary permit and on December 15,1950, Idaho Power 
Co. filed an application for license for the same Oxbow project. This project is 
proposed as one of a series of five run-of-river projects to develop the same 
reach of the Snake River as wouid be developed by the Hells Canyon project. 

before the Commission may issue a license, section 7 (b) of the act requires 
that it determine that the proposed project will not affect the development of 
any water resources for public purposes which should be undertaken by the 
United States itself. This is substantially the same question as that facing 
your committee and should be answered with full information and after tech- 
nical analysis of the available data. When your committee ig in possession of 
all available information, it can decide what course should be*pursued, and the 
Commission is appreciative of the importance for this purpose of its study which 
is presently under way. However, the magnitude of the Commission's task is 
indicated by the Bureau of Reclamation estimate that the Federal development 
would co-t in the neighborhood of $356,810,000, without transmission facilities. 

“ince the Federal Power Act expressly protects the interests of the United 
States, although affording a license applicant an opportunity for a fair hearing 
and proper consideration of its application, the Commission undertook an in- 
vestigation of the situation after the application for license was filed and as- 
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signed competent engineers to the study, recognizing that the construction of 
additional generating capacity in the Pacific Northwest at the earliest: possible 
time is essential. Unfortunately, however, the demands upon the Commission 
are heavier this year than at any time in the past, and the staff required to make 
an adequate engineering and economic analysis is limited. Before any determi- 
nation can be reached as to which, if either, of the proposals would result in a 
development best adapted to a comprehensive plan of the available water re 
sources for the needs of commerce, irrigation, power, navigation, and other 
public uses, the Commission must ascertain the water available, the proper loca 
tion of dam sites, the possible alternate sites for storage dams, the height to 
which dams may be constructed and the probable useful reservoir storage 
capacity at each for power, flood control, and other purposes, the probable cost 
of development, the potential power market which can be served and the type 
of load for which the power developments would be best suited, the initial and 
ultimate power installation which would be justified economically, the relation 
ship of the use of water for power development to its use for other purposes, and 
many other technical questions which will affect the ultimate decision. It is 
not necessary in this study that the Commission’s staff make field surveys, make 
test borings, do any mapping or prepare detailed design drawings, as these 
matters are handled by the constructing agencies such as the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, the Army engineers, or by license applicants. 

As soon as our staff work has been completed, we will be glad to give you their 
unuswer to the two questions which you ask as to the potential power output 
under the Bureau of Reclamation plan (including the additional power output 
at downstream plants) and the potential power output under the alternate 
proposal for the five plants. The final decision of the Commission, of course, 
must await the completion of a Commission hearing which will probably be held 
sometime this summer. In such a hearing the Bureau of Reclamation, the Idaho 
Power Co,, and all other interested parties will have full opportunity to present 
their proposals and views. 

The Commission regrets that it cannot make a definite report at this time, but 
every effort is being made to expedite the staff study in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
THOMAS C. BUCHANAN, Chairman. 


(Whereupon, at 12 noon Tuesday, June 17, 1952, the subcommittee 
adjourned until 10 a. m. Wednesday, June 18, 1952.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 18, 1952 


House or Represenrarives, 
ComMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TrRRIGATION AND RechaMATIOoN, 
Washington, t). ¢7. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m.. the Honorable Clair Engle 
(chairman of the subcommittee ) presiding. 

Mr. Enere. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
be in order for the further consideration of Hl. R. 5743. a bill by our 
colleague, Mr. Murdock, to authorize the construction and operation 
and maintenance of an additional phase of the Snake River reclama- 
tion project hy the Secretary of the Interior. 

Yeste rday Mr. Stinson was completing his testimony. He said he 
would be through in 5 or 10 minutes. Mr. Stinson. are vou here ? 

AY! Yr, STINSON, Yes, 

Mr. Excur. Are vou prepared to proceed ¢ 

Mr. STINSON, Yes. 


STATEMENT OF H. R. STINSON, REGIONAL ATTORNEY, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION, BOISE, IDAHO—Resumed 


Mr. Exeter. You may proceed. 

Mr. Stinson. I think we have got to pick up a couple of threads to 
get the line of thought here, and then I will complete my Summary 
just as rapidly as IT can. ; 

We were cliscussing vesterday the situation et ler section S of the 
190v act, and what the situation was under the law of Idaho in the 
matter of making filings in the name of the U aided States. and I also 
wanted to comment briefivy again on the situation as represented by 
the 1944 Flood Control Act, to compare that situation with section 2 
of this bill and in that connection to cohiment briefly on the Gerlach 
case, what Its import is, to give you then a previous history of t] 
section at least iInsofaras it relates to future consumptive uses. That 
will whe, mea basis for the summary. 

The legal situation under the law of Idaho at the present time, as I 
understand it, is that there is a constitutional provision relating to the 
ieht to claim water rights under the law of appropriation, but it is 
provided that the legislature may impose conditions and restrictions 
with re spect to the: acquisition of a night for power purposes, as Con- 
gressmnan Budge called to vour attention vesterd: ay. 

It is sleo true. I believe, however, that under the statutory law at the 
present time—TI say “at the present time”—there is no authority in the 
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State engineer or State officials having responsibility with respect to 
water law, there is no authority in ‘them to exercise a discretion, 
limiting any particular filing that is sought to be made for power 
purposes. 

I don’t suggest that there couldn't be that kind of limitation but 
I say that there is not that kind of limitation at the present time: 
and for that reason, I pointed out yesterday, we feel that it was neces- 
sary to assure protection as to future rights that the United States 
and its officers will be limited in what it could do and what they could 
do with respect to this kind of project. 

At the close, I was about to come back to this point of the authority 
and power of the United States under the clause, and to dwell 
little on the point of view that was expressed here by Fred Taylor, 
attorney of Boise, Idaho. You will recall that it was his position 
and it is presented in his paper. that there is a power in the United 
States to develop these projects and to assert rights for them. notw) 
standing State law. 

I don’t know that you need to go all that way to follow this 
particular argument, but I think the fact is that in the Gerlach case, 
while the court there recognized that these miultiple-purpose projects 
may be authorized constitutionally under the “general welfare” clause 
it did not face up to the question of what was the situation in a proj 
ect that has among its purposes some specific functions with respect 
to navigation and flood control, 

I think the courts have deliberately left aside that issue. It said 
it Was not facing it in that case. 

We have in a situation here a navigable stream, a project that has 
very specific functions with respect to navigation and flood control. 
Therefore, you are presented with the problem of the same character 
that was presented to the Congress in the 1944 Flood Control Act; 
that is, of the Congress laying down for its agencies restrictions and 
limitations with respect to the assertion of rights in those projects. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Chairman, may IT ask a question at that point / 

Mr. Enoue. Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Stinson, the Supreme Court of the United States 
has not yet passed upon that flood-control provision that you are 
speaking about now: has it ¢ 

Mr. Srinson. It has not, to my knowledge. 

There was a lot of thought given to that provision at that time. 
I am sure most of you people know that. It was a provision that 
was sponsored and pushed very hard by western water interests and 
people interested in State rights. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. If 1 might comment at that point, it was considered 
for a vear, mi sie’ 2 years, before it was finally written into law, and 
then a meeting was called at Chicago, attended by Senator O'Mahoney, 
Senator Millikin, and some of the best irrigation engineers in the 
country, and they spent a week or more drafting that amendment 
before it was finally brought here to Congress and adopted in the 
144 Flood Control Act. 

Mr. Stinson. That is correct. In fact, there were a series of hear 
ings that went on before, I believe it was, the Public Works Committee, 
the Senate committee—I can’t identify it by name now—but those 
hearings went on for weeks, and actually spread over months of time. 
There are long hearings of record to it. 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. My State, Wyoming, and the other upper States of 
the Missouri Basin were very much concerned about the proposal to 
build that 9-foot channel in the lower end of the Missouri Basin, and 
we were going to object to that construction if we were not protected 
in the use of our water upstream. I attended that meeting at Chicago 
and know of the importance that we thought we were giving to it. 

Mr. Stinson. Commissioner Bashore, of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, made it a special point to carry the burden of that presentation 
on behalf of the Bureau, although he didn’t get all the kind of sup- 
port he might like to have had, or should have had, from all Federal 
agencies. 

Nevertheless, he was so interested in the problem that he took on 
that burden himself. Some of his staff participated with him in 
those hearings. I was among those. 

Men such as Judge Stone made a very detailed study of the legal 
situation, 

Asa result of all of that thought and discussion and hearings. there 
did result the writing in of section 1 (b) of the 1944 Flood Control 
Act, which provides in general terms that t'e use for navigation on 
projects authorized by that act, by the 1944 Flood Control Act, should 
be subordinated to the use of water for various consumptive purposes, 
both existing and future, but it related only to projects authorized by 
that act. That provision has been carried forward in all subsequent 
flood control and river and harbor acts, and I don’t believe that 
thoughtful persons concerned about the water-right situation would 
suggest now that vou would drop that provision in that kind of 
situation. It was with that background that section 2 of this bill 
was drafted, recognizing that section 8 of the 1902 act, which is ap- 
plicable, does relate to existing rights but it does not relate to future 
rights, and recognizing that in this project there are specific flood- 
control and navigation aspects. 

They are not inconsequential; so, the problem of conflict of power 
between the United States and States, the power of the United States 
to assert rights with respect and notwithstanding rights established 
under State law, is a very present problem. 

Mr. Encie. Do I understand you to state, Mr. Stinson, that in your 
opinion the authorities in Idaho have no discretion with respect to 
the granting of water rights, to the use of water, under filings; namely, 
that first in time is first in right, without any discretion in the State 
water authorities to decide between priorities of uses / 

Mr. Stinson. I believe that that is the statute law at the present 
time. 

Mr. Encur. Let's just assume for the sake of argument that it is, 
and let’s assume that in the next session of the legislature, realizing 
that the State hasn't properly equipped itself to legally look after 
its own interests, the legislature adopts a priority system which puts 
domestic use on the top priority, irrigation second, all other uses 
secondary, and vests a State water agency with discretionary power 
to reject or accept applications for the use of water within the frame- 
work of the priorities set up in the State statute. 

Then, if that should happen and you turn around and apply see- 
tion 8 of the 1902 act, you are right back where you started: aren't 


you? 








692 HELLS CANYON DAM 


Mr. Stinson. Then you get down to the question of the extent of 
State authority with respect to an interstate stream in which many 
States are interested. You get down, then, to the question of the 
application of the doctrine of equitable apportionment, which surely 
does apply to a stream of this magnitude and of this character. It 
is recognized the stream rises here, the main stem, in Wyoming, 
which contributes 37 percent of the total water flow at this point. 

From that point clear up here {indicating on a map], as high as I 
can reach, that is an Interstate stream. There are contributions to 
that total flow at this point. At that point about 52 percent of the 
water, roughly, in terms of averages, originates in tdaho. The bal- 
ance originates in principally Wyoming, but also Oregon and Nevada. 

Mr. Eneve. I grant you that, but this project doesn’t involve irriga- 
tion; and, even if it did involve irrigation under section S, vou would 
be required to follow State law. All that boils down to is an argument 
between States as to the allocation of water for irrigation purposes 
on an interstate stream which must either be resolved by conipact 
ov by litigation. It doesn’t broaden in any sense the authority of the 
Federal Government, and it doesn’t limit in any sense the specific 
prov isions of section 8 of the Reclamation Act of 1902. 

Mr. Srinson. Well, now, section 8 of the Reclamation Act of 1902 
has three different aspects to it. First, it does provide that the pro- 
visions of the act of 1902 and the actions taken thereunder shall not 
be construed as affecting or changing or interfering with the laws 
of the various States respecting irrigation, and it does provide that 
there shall be no interference with any vested right acquired under 
those laws. ‘That is point 1. , 

Secondly, it does provide that the Secretary under that act shall 
proceed in conformity with State law. and you have the problem 
of what State when you have an interstate stream. 

Then, third, it has this important provision: that nothing in the 
1902 act shall be construed as affecting or changing the interest and 
rights of either the Federal Government or the States in an interstate 
stream, so vou still have that unresolved area in which the Supreme 
Court has laid down the doctrine of equitable apportionment. 

That is the area that vou still have to deal with; that you don’t 
solve. [ think, and Tam just groping here like anybody else in this 
water business—I think vou don’t solve all problems just by speaking 
in terms of section 8 of the 1902 act. I do believe that you do solve 
the matter of conformity with State law in acquiring rights, 1 think 
vou do solve the problem of the sacredness of the recognition of rights 
established under State law but you still do leave this question as to 
future rights. And there you have not only the problem of the inter- 
state stream, but vou have the problem of the power of the United 
States when it undertakes to build a major or multipurpose project, 
having among its purposes navigation and flood control on a navigable 
Interstate streem, 

It is that problem that the Congress has to deal with, that it at- 
tempted to deal with in the 1944 Flood Control Act, and in which 
there is an attenipt to deal in one fashion under section 2 of this aet. 

Mr. Encur. It is to be assumed that Idaho would do everything 
necessary to protect its sovereignty over a natural resource, which we 
boys consider belongs to the State, namely, water, and if Idaho law 
isn't applicable to that now, the Idaho Legislature will see that Idaho 
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law is applicable to it so the extent that your argument presupposes 
a right under Idaho law, that argument is either going to fall on the 
laws as now is, or the law as it will be changed. 

Mr. Sayvor. May I ask at that point, Mr. Chairman, several ques- 
tions which I think might help clarify the position of Mr. Stinson ¢ 

As I understand roughly the figures that you have given are that 
35 percent of the water in this river comes from W yoming ! 

Mr. Stinson. I think I said 37. 

Mr. Savior. Thirty-seven percent comes from Wyoming—— 

Mr. Buper. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania yield to me 
for a comment ¢ 

Mr. Savior. Wait until we get the water divided among the three 
States. Then I will. 

Thirty-seven and fifty-two; that would leave 11 percent, then, to 
come from Nevada, approximately ¢ 

Mr. Svi~son. Nevada or principally Oregon. 

Mr. Savior. Is there any that comes from Nevada at all ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. I think there is. I don’t believe 1 know the per- 
centage. 

Mir. Sartor. The remainder would come from Oregon and Nevada 4 

Mr. Stinson. Yes. Those are averages now. 

Mr. Sayvor. We understand that. 

Following your argument that the State has a right to set up how 
its water shall be used, what would be the effect upon Hells Canyon 
if the State of Idaho passed laws setting up the priorities that we 
became accustomed to, first, domestic use, second, irrigation and all 
other uses subservient to it, and would consume almost all of that 
water, better than 50 percent of the water in the river. Then would 
Hells Canyon still be feasible ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. That has got to be answered in at least two parts: 

First, as we see the situation, it is not physically possible to use so 
much of the water as would adversely influence the feasibility or the 
pay-out schedule within a 60-year period, and even after that time. 
Assuming that Idaho could use everything that it could take, there 
would still be in the form of return flows into the river at points 
where it is not physically possible to use it, you would still have, 
after vour investment had been paid out, a very sound and valuable 
project. 

Mr. Clinton, who appeared before you in the hearings on March 
26, had a chart up here. It is not here now. He gave you figures in 
terms of what the depletion was expected to be. being extremely 
generous and optimistic in what could be developed. 

That is the best answer, Mr. Saylor, that I can give you now, I 
have to concede that it is an arguable point, but all the data that has 
heen adduced to date indicates to our people that there isn’t any real 
consequence, any real effect on feasibility. 

That is a matter of judgment, of course. 

Mr. Saynor. Carrying it, then, to the next step, what. if Wyoming, 
Nevada and Oregon—would adopt the same kind of laws and appor- 
tion the water in the came manner ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. Let me say, Congressman Saylor, that these States 
now do have a system of priorities and the priorities are first in time, 
first in right, but they also do have a system, shall I say, of preferred 
status, or preferences, which means that under the laws of the present 
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time, that if there is a priority established for an inferior purpose, 
that that right may be taken by condemnation, but it is still a right. 

It can be taken only by being paid for and I believe— I am reason 
ably sure about Idaho, I think I am sure that the other States have 
that same kind of a svstem—but to get more specifically to your ques- 
tion at the present time. the problem as between Wyoming and Idalv 
has been to a large extent solved by an interstate compact. Unde 
that compact the net effect was to recognize in Wyoming all existing 
rights, and all existing rights in Idaho—well, let me say all existing 

rights in Wyoming and remaining parts of the water were divided 
9 percent to Idaho, 5 percent to Wyoming, notwithstanding the 
source of the water being largely Wyoming water. 

lam spe aking now with respect to this stem of the Snake Rive: 
IT am not speaking with respect to that little branch in there. The) 
are still negotiating a conipact, but the problem is largely solved wit) 
respect to Wyoming and Idaho by that compact, a compact that was 
participated in by the States, and the Bureau of Reclamation people 
at least were on the periphery, on the fringes of that. 

I think we had some little contribution to make to it. 

Now, toask again what would happen if Nevada and Oregon, having 
these laws already, would assert a right, and take physically all the 

water that originates in those States, well, you can come down to the 
first very practical question : 

Can they possibly do it and is it to Oregon's interest, for example, 
to let all the water be developed there when they still have potentials 
in other places on that stream, and you still have the underlying fun- 
damental question of equitable apportionment of water rights in an 
interstate stream, and I believe in broad principle that that goes be- 
yond the apportionment for on uses. I don’t say that com- 
pact of necessity deals in other terms, but they have dealt with the 
whole body of water for whatever use it may be put to, and an example 
of that, I believe, is the original Colorado River compact. 

Mr. Savior. Well, then, if there is sufficient water for all purposes, 
even assuming all of the irrigation that could be used, all the domestic 
uses to which water could be put, why limit either the Federal Govern- 
ment or the States / 

Mr. Stinson. We think—I think as a lawyer, having dealt with 
this kind of a problem—I think that it is in the interest of the States 
and of the water users that the Federal Government be limited, less 
it assert a sovereign constitutional power that might cut across those 
rights. ‘That is point 1. 

Now, again, every legal point is arguable, but I believe that is the 
case, and that kind of protection is needed. 

Secondly, as to whether there would be any objection to providing 
that there ‘should be no limitations in effect on uses by the State, well, 
I was coming to a point ini this statement here, and T come io it right 
now, that we soy, this being an interstate »roblem.that if the States 
could agree on a : hati it would be entirely proper to frame this 
legislation so that as of the point of time that the States did agree 
on that formula, that that formula should control with respect to 
water rights in relation to this project. That would be entirely 
equitable. T don’t believe anybody could quarrel with that kind of 
a solution. 
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We do believe, from the knowledge we now have of potential devel- 
opments in that basin, irrigation developments, consumptive use ce- 
velopments, we do believe that it is possible to frame a formula stating 
such limitations on the Federal Government, to act in the interim, 
that the States can be assured that their rights in the future will not 
be encroached on by this project authorized at the present time. 

I sincerely believe that that kind of an approach could be adopted 
and used as a solution. 

I wouldn't for a moment stand here and try to defend this particular 
formula, as set out in section 2, down to the last acre of land that is used 
asabase. It was used because we believe that that might be an appro 
priate starting point inapportionment of water. Maybe we are wrong. 
If we are wrong, something else should be used, but there is a formula 
that can be derived. 

Tam sure that I am boring some of you to death on this very 
important point, but let me make a quick summary here now, if I 
may, and | would like to do it in terms of having started with the 
principle laid down in the 1944 Act. the principle that it was nee- 
essary in the States’ interest to impose some limitations on the 
United States when it was undertaking projects on navigable streams: 

That is the starting point of this particular provision. 

In 1950, when the basin account miatter was before the Senate Com 
mittee, Hells Canyon was ineluded in that bill, and proposed to be 
authorized by it. The then Governor of the State of Idaho, in com- 
menting on that bill, sent a telegram to the chairman of the committee 
indicating that his only point with respect to it was that there should 
be some sort of reasonable protection for future irrigation uses in 
Idaho, against this project, and he suggested as a starting point what 

‘identified as the O Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the 1944 Flood 
Control Act. 

That kind of language was devised at that time, and when negotia- 
tions were started on the bill that is now before vou, that was the 
specific starting point that was suggested to us by the group that was 
representing local Idaho interests. That was the starting point by 
specific reference to a section in S, 3429, that was before the Eighty- 
first Congress, and I participated myself in a conference with two 
gentlemen that appeared before you here in which there was a dis- 
cussion as to whether certain language theretofore written into the 
bill was satisfactory. They had some questions about it, and out of 
that discussion came a suggestion by those gentlemen and I would 
like to read into the record a telegram dated April 12, 1950. This is 
a telegram to Senator Taylor, and this is Glenn Taylor, not to be 
confused with Senator Fred Taylor. You in Idaho will understand 
there is no confusion: 

Supplementing previous letters and telegrams, we have today had lengthy 
conferences on proper language required to protect Idaho's future water rights 
in Columbia Basin in bill H. R. 5472, and arrived at these conclusions : 

First, believe we need proviso of some kind. Navigation clause is not enough 
alone, 

Second, think objective of proviso may be sound, though it leaves too much 
authority in Seeretary of the Interior. Therefore, propose that proviso be revised 
as follows: 

Provided, That the operation of Hells Canyon Dam and Reservoir for genera- 
tion of power shall be without prejudice to future depletion of stream flows 
arising from upstream diversion for beneficial consumptive uses under water 
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rights established under State law in a total amount which are determined to be 
reasonable, having regard for the upstream beneficial Cousumptive use of water 
for new and supplemental land developments indicated in chapter 4 of the sub 
stentiating materials, Hells Canyon project report, approved by the Acting 
Secretary of the Interior, June 9, 1948. 

Third, may be need for some general provision to subordinate power to con 
sumptive uses, but think that matter needs further study and should be handled 
by general legislation. 

It issigned Charles H. Welteroth, Idaho State Reclamation Associa 
tion, N. V. Sharp, director, National Reclamation Association. 

That was arrived at after some study and in all good faith. That 
was the starting point of the provision here in question—section 2 of 
ihe pending bill. 

That same provision, after being further revised to fit the needs of 
this particular case, was considered again by the Southwestern Idaho 
Water Conservation Project, Inc., the group now perhaps dormant—— 

Mr. Bunce. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous consent at 
this time to introduce immediately following the telegram which Mr. 
Stinson just read a resolution No, 12 of the Idaho State Reclamation 
Association annual meeting, held at Boise, Idaho, last week. This is 
the resolution, It is short. T simply ask that it be inserted in the 
record, because the officers are the same as those quoted in the telegram. 

Mr. Encir. Without objection, the resolution may be inserted. 

(The resolution is as follows :) 


RESOLUTION No. 12 


Whereas H. R. 5743 and S. 282 have been introduced in the Congress of the 
United States, and are bills entitled “A bill to authorize the construction, opera- 
tion, and maintenance of the initial phase of the Snake River Reclamation 
project by the Secretary of the Interior” ; and * 

Whereas the bills authorize the construction of Hells Canyon and Seriver 
Creek power facilities “for the purpose of controlling and utilizing the waters 
of Snake River an! its tributaries for beneficial objects,” including in the state 
ment of purposes for such authorization, generation of power, navigation, and 
flood control, an for purposes incidental to any of the foregoing; and 

Whereas it appears from an analysis of said bills that they are identical, and 
that each is entirely a public power bill and not a reclamation measure, that | hes 
would endanger existing and future water rights in Idaho and would lead to 
Federal instead of State control of the waters of Snake River and its tributaries ; 
and 

Whereas the future growth and development of Idaho depend on its ability 
to expand and enlarge the future consumptive and beneficial use of water in new 
areas of land, as well as the preservation of all the water rights appurtenant to 
its presently irrigated lands; and 

Whereas Idaho has thousands of acres of Jand which may be economically 
irrigated, and the only source of water to adequately supply the present and 
future needs of lands now irrigated, or which may be hereafter irrigated, in the 
State of Idaho, is the Snake River and its tributaries: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Idaho State Reclamation Association in its annual meeting 
assembled in Boise, Idaho, on June 5 and 6, 1952, That we are unalterably op 
posed to the enactment of H. R. 5742 and S. 282, or any legislation having similar 
objects and purposes ; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the Idaho congressional! 
delegation, and that copies be seni to the chairmen of the House and Senate 
Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


Mr. Enerir. Will vou state briefly the import of the resolution / 
Is it for or against the bill ¢ 
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Mr. Buper. The last paragraph, Mr. Chairman, reads as follows: 
I will read the last two: 


Whereas Idaho has thousands of acres of land which may be economically 
irrigated and the only source of water to adequately supply the present and future 
needs of lands now irrigated, or which may be hereafter irrigated, in the State 
of Idaho, is the Snake River and its tributaries: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the tdaho State Reclamation Association i its annual meeting 
assembled in Boise, Idaho, on June 5 and 6, 1952, That we are unalterably op- 
posed to the enactment of H. R. 5748 and 8S. 282, or any legislation having similar 
objects and purposes; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the Idaho congressional 
delegation, and that copies be sent to the chairman of the House and Senate 
Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Mr. Eneéur. Thank you very much, Mr. Budge. 

Mr. Stinson. Following the drafting of section 2, and that section 
was drafted by a group of people—L among them—attorneys repre 
senting groups in the State of Idaho being among them, Mr. Parry 
wnd Mr. Fix, who are here, there was then issued by Southwestern 
Idaho Water Conservation Project, Inc., a general statement with 
mers to the bill as the bill was then drafted, and let me point out 
the bill then drafted did include a qualified authorization of the 
Pavette unit of the Mountain Home division, which authorization is 
not now in the present draft, but in all other respects, I think IT ean 
correctiv say virtually identical. 

That group had this to say with respect to this particular section : 

This section clearly and definitely establishes the protection and priority of 
Water rights in Idaho, upstream from Hells Canyon Dam, for present and future 
irrigation, domestic, municipal, stock raising, mining, and industrial purposes. 

This means that the Snake River waters cannot be used at Hells Canyon Dam 
for power production and other purposes without limit and without regard for 
Idaho's existing and future needs for water upstream. All present water rights 
are fully protected, 

Future additional consumptive irrigation water rights to an extent of a total 
depletion of 3,048,000 acre-feet are also protected. 

Likewise, reasonable and equitable quantities required in the future for other 
named purposes are protected. It is important to note that this protection and 
priority is to be exercised under State law. 

Therefore, control of the use of water is vested in Idaho State officials and 
not the Secretary of Interior. This is a major and important recognition of 
Idahe's rights, 

I have one more quote, because | think it has heen salad oon at PAN he 
I sione among people who have talked on this bill have said that there 
is protection either to existing or to future rights. 

[ want to quote, and [I quote with the permission of Mr. Stone. 1 
want to quote from an opinion that he wrote ete a not-quite-so 
comprehensive provision was being considered on » basin account 


He said: 


The language now included in the committee amendment allows for depletions 


upstream under a tormula which must be observed by the Secretary of the 
Interior Such a provision is made on the basis of designing and perating 
the Hells Canyon project so as to assure reservation of water for future cor 
sumptive uses upstream in a omensurable quantity, which at the same tin 
gives the necessary assurance to Fells Canyon project as to a dependable suyyply 

iets , , . ‘ 

Phat was an opinion given 1 April 1950. He eave me perimiisst 
fo quote from it in this hearing in the latter part of March of this 





698 HELLS CANYON DAM 


& 

The arguments against the provision are that there would be no 
protection under section 2 because section 1 of the bill doesn’t include 
irrigation as a stated purpose. I think that argument clearly isn’t 
legally sound. Here is a specific limitation, and in any event the 
problem could clearly be met by adding to section 1 “irrigation” as 
purpose, in accordance with the Secretary’s letter of March 31. 

It has been suggested at some point that maybe section 2 ought 
to be omitted entively, but I don’t really believe that on serious thought 
this committee or the Congress or the States involved would want 
that sort of a solution. 

Third, it has been argued that the phrase “reasonable and equitable” 
lacks the kind of specificity that you need in legislation. It is tied 
down to what is reasonable and equitable, for a quantity of land 
identified. 

As I have said before, you can argue about that quantity. There is 
certainly room for negotiation about that sort of thing, but, remember, 
it is the doctrine of equitable apportionment that should be a basis in 
dealing with an interstate stream. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Would you say today that paragraphs 1 and 2 of 
section 2 are a limitation rather than the strengthening of the protec- 
tion of Idaho? 

Mr. Stinson. Well, Congressman D°’Ewart, I don’t put it quite 
that way. They are a limitation on the United States. I say that 
they are—now, any right that is established is a limitation on any 
future right, no question about that. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Paragraphs 1 and 2 do not add to the protection of 
Idaho in use presently or future of upstream water. 

Mr. Stinson. I say that it does afford Idaho interests protection in 
that it savs that the United States shall not assert rights now which it 
might under State law, or under a constitutional power, shall not 
assert those rights with respect to that reserved block of water. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. My thought is, put a period at the end of line 24, and 
we would have more protection for Idaho than we would by including 
the next two paragraphs. 

Mr. Srinson.: Well, I think, Congressman D’Ewart, I have com- 
mented on that. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. You have discussed that point. 

Mr. Stinson. I don’t quite follow that line of reasoning, but you 
don’t follow mine, so there we are. I still say protection is “needed as 
to future rights. 

It has been suggested at various times that the Congress cannot 
and doesn’t have the power to impose restrictions on its own agencies. 

I don’t think there can be any real argument along that line if you 
follow the Supreme Court in the rulings | laid down by it in the Uneted 
States v. Appalachian Electric Power Co, (311 U.S. 377), that was a 

case in 1940, The Court there said that the Congress has the power 
“to deny the privilege of constructing an obstruction in these waters. 
It may likewise grant the privilege on terms.” 

It almost goes without saving that if Congress has the constitutional 
power to create the agency, to give it powers and functions, that it 
can impose limitations on that agency. 

Then we have the Gerlach case. The Gerlach case stands for a 
number of propositions, and it isa landmark in water law. We west- 
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ern people ought to be very thankful for the Gerlach case, but I don't 
think we should be lulled into the notion that the Gerlach case says 
that the United States may no longer build projects under the com- 
merce clause and in particular under the power with respect to 
navigation. a: 

This is still the problem with respect to uses for navigation. 

Mr. Bow. Didn't I understand that language was obiter / 

Mr. Stinson. I think I would have to agree that some of it was. 

Mr. Murpock. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ¢ 

The Cuamuman. Mr. Sndeds. 

Mr. Murpocx. Not being a lawyer, I need a little advice here. The 
Gerlach case has been referred to quite frequently and as you say, it 
is a landmark in western water law. 

Is it a definitive judgment or decree, or is it itself subject to appeal, 
which might be overruled by a higher court ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. On the issues that were specifically before the Court 
in that case, I think it is a final judgment of the Supreme Court of 
United States. 

Mr. Murpock. Thank you. 

Mr. Bow. The matters you have been discussing, do you feel they 
were before the Court, or have you been discussing what we might 
agree would be obiter dictum ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. I think I would have to sit across the table from you 
to identify issues to be sure about that. 

Mr. Bow. The discussions you have been making on the Gerlach 
case 

Mr. Stinson. I think the only point I was making about the Gerlach 
case at this time is, well, two points: That the Court there certainly 
held that the Congress of the United States can impose limitations 
on its agencies, such as it has imposed through section 8 of the 1902 act. 

Mr. Bow. Was that defined by the Court ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. I think that was a finding of the Court. 

Mr. Bow. What is your other point ¢ 

Mr. Srrnson. Well, it is a corollary point, I guess. The other point 
is that the Supreme Court pretty specifically held that a project 
authorized under the Federal reclamation law and governed by see- 
tion 8 of the 1902 act was in this matter of a possible assertion of a 
right under the navigation clause; that the United States was directed 
by the Congress not to assert its right under the navigation clause 
against an already vested water right, vested under State law. 

Mr. Bow. Do you consider that a definite finding of the Court ? 

Mr. Stinson. That, I think, is a finding of the Court. 

Well, gentlemen, I have taken a lot of time. 

Mr. EnGur. Let me say, Mr. Stinson, that I think this committee 
would be relucant to imply that the Federal Government has powers 
which we dispute, if we limit among existing power, we imply the 
existence of the power and when we write section 2 in such a way as 
to imply that the Federal Government has an authority and a discre- 
tion over the use of water which we believe does not exist, then by the 
very writing of the section itself we imply the existence of the power 
thus limited, and as far as I am concerned, I do not think the Federal 
Government owns any water, or has the authority to determine the use 


of water for irrigation purposes. 
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I believe that the Federal Government has the power under the 
commerce clause to regulate navigation, and in the exercise of that con- 
stitutional function it is not limited either by State law or by liability 
to individuals along the stream affected adversely by the exercise of 
that power to regulate navigation, but where you have a project which 
is predomini uty for some other purpose, and try to affect irrigation 
with it, you have a wholly different problem, and I think the cases 
have made it very clear time and again. 

The States are assumed to own the water, and that is one reason 
we are reluctant to write a limitation into a bill, which the very writing 
of the limitation implies the existence of a power we deny. 

Mr. Stinson. Gentlemen, all I can suggest to you is that before you 
throw out a limitation that operates on a Federal agency in relation 
to future rights, vou think it over very carefully, else you will be 
opening the way for an assertion of a right under a constitutional! 
power, and I don't think you ought to do that. 

I think the Federal agencies ought to be limited. I think thought 
ful, sober reflection, in consultation with western water lawyers, will 
lead you to the conclusion that vou want that kind of protection. I 
am not going to argue, Congressman Engle, as to exact phrasing, but 
there is that principle, and T urge that you consider it very seriously. 

[I want to close with this: I had another point but [I shan’t take the 
time—— 

Mr. Eneie. Before you close, Dr. Miller wanted to ask a question. 

Mr. Mitier. One or two questions I want to ask: 

We are getting into this technical discussion of water rights, and 
asa layman I just don’t follow you. I think the courts will have to 
settle some of these things someday, but coming down to a practical 
picture here for the committee to understand, the question really is, 
Are we going to build Hells Canyon Dam: let the Government do it, 
or is the power to be developed by private agencies / 

As T understand the measure, you want to develop power. Powe: 
is needed up through that area. electrical energy. 

You have a lot of it running down the river, and incidentally vou 
have H irrigation projects that may or may not be feasible after you 
get the studies completed, 

I think the Department has overemphasized the power, and mayln 
underemphasized irrigation. 

Now, whether the projects are feasible IT do not know, but isn't 
true that private power companies are willing to go in and make some 
developments on the river and produce power out of the water tha 
now runs down the river? 

Mr. Srinson. It is true that the Idaho Power Co. has applicatior 
for the Ox Bow site. That is a site, [ think, some 20 miles or mor 
above the Hells ¢ ‘anvon site, 

Mr. Miu LER. They W il} build two or three of these ? 

Mr. Srinson. It has said publicly it has plans for building fou 
more. It has not made application. That gets down to the issue— 
I could state the thing i) veneral terms, but I am not the technical 
man that on@ht to be stating it. but in rough terms it comes down to 
the question: the power company cant possibly, even with five rm 
of-the-river dams, develop the resources of that stretch of the river to 


the extent it can be developed under the Hells Canyon proposal, 
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I state that broadly, I don’t think, however, that you ought to ques- 
tion me on details. I can give you the figures, and I can tell you how 
they were derived, but the technical men ought to handle their 
derivation. 

Mr. Mutter. The problem is one of developing power, whether it 
is to be done by the Interior Department or someone else. 

Mr. Stinson. Power is a major aspect. We say in this particular 
project there are other and very important aspects. We say the 
flood-control project is important. That Hells Canyon is a key 
structure in what the Army calls the Main Control Plan. We say 
there is a navigation aspect, and we in Reclamation throw our arms 
around very hard this matter of assistance to irrigation, for under 
the law as we now see it we don’t see any other way of getting some 
of these large but very valuable and meritorious irrigation projects 
undertaken except as we can provide assistance from power projects. 

Mr. Minter. I can agree with you on irrigation. I*was a little 
disturbed when yesterday I think you said that probably it would 
cost $1,000 to $1,500 an acre on this irrigated land that is to be devel- 
oped by these 44 districts. That is frightening when you get that 
high. I can’t see how you can get a feasible irrigation district under 
those circumstances, 

Mr. Stinson. Let me say, I said $1,000 with respect to the Payette 
unit of the Mountain Home; that is 192,000 acres, we believe, but the 
issue isn’t here before this Congress—it will be later—we believe, on 
a benefit-cost ratio, that it is meritorious and can be made to pay out 
under this kind of arrangement, but each of those would have to be 
judged as they come here. I don’t believe I am qualified today to 
argue on particular benefit-cost ratios or what costs ought to be per 
irrigable acre on lands of that kind. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. Chairman, in that regard, is the interest component 
going to be used to pay any of the cost for irrigation in the project ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. Mr. Bow, I have been wondering here for a day and 
a half when somebody was going to approach me with that question, 
but I can answer it. 

Mr. Bow. I would like an answer. 

Mr. Stinson. We have talked before this committee, interest com- 
ponent ad nauseum, 1 suppose, but this bill, if it were enacted, under 
section 4 of this bill, the situation as to interest component would be 
jist where it is now, and under the Federal reclamation laws, as now 
interpreted, interest, I think, would be applied. 

You and I know, of course—— 

Mr. Bow. In other words, the interest component would be applied 
to the cost of irrigation ? 

Mr. Strvson. Cost of irrigation: right. 

Mr. Bow. I have just read your very interesting brief on_the 
question, 

Mr. Stinson. I thought you were going to say able, but you didn’t. 

Mr. Bow. I think it is an able brief. Certainly in your position 
you don’t agree with the use of the interest component payment of 
cost of irrigation ? 

Mr. STinson. Mr. Bow, please don’t ask me to LO into that quest ion. 


21139—52—ser. 20-45 








702 HELLS CANYON DAM 


There is a long history. I was on the fringes of a lot of early 
cussion on interest component. I would certainly rather not get into 
my role in interest component before this committee at this time. 

Mr. Bow. Mr. Chairman, I should like not to make it a part of the 
transcript of this proceeding, but I certainly would like to submit for 
the files a very able brief written by Mr. Stinson on the question ot 
the use of the interest component paying the cost of irrigation. It 
a very fine brief. 

Mr. Stinson. I don’t know whether this is a personal privilege or 
not. I hope it isn’t part of the transcript. If it is, 1 would like to 
have an opportunity to comment. That is all T can say with respect 
to it. 

Mr. Encir. Mr. Bow, it isn’t relevant particularly to this project 

Mr. Bow. I think it is, because the gentleman has just testified that 
they are going to use some of the interest component to pay the cost 
of irrigatiof. This brief goes directly to the question. 

Mr. Eneir. They will use the interest component as long as thie 
opinion, the Solicitor’s opinion as has been previously stated, stands 
regardless of what Mr. Stinson thinks about it or anybody else, and 
until the Congress or the courts rule otherwise. I don’t want to see 
the record here cluttered up with irrelevant matters. 

Mr. Bow. I don’t think it is irrelevant. I said I would like to have 
it made a part of the file. I certainly think the rest of the committee 
are entitled to the very fine legal opinion that has been rendered by 
this gentleman. 

Mr. Bentsen. You haven’t asked it be made a part of the record / 

Mr. Bow. No; just part of the file. 

Mr. Eneie. Without objection, it will be made part of the file, but 
not part of the record. 

Mr. Srinson. Just one minute. I want to advert just again to the 
fact that I think there is a solution to this water-right problem, and I 
believe it can be in terms of a formula, a formula that would finally 
recognize whatever compact, whatever interstate agreement was mace 
with respect to this water. 

I think the problem can be solved. 

As I opened my statement yesterday, I gave to the reporter a cop) 
of my formal statement (p. 703). It had attached to it a supplemental! 
statement by Dr. Dittmer of Bonneville, with respect to the power- 
marketing question (p. 714). It also had attached to it a rather brief 
statement with respect to transmission lines by Mr. White, of the 
Bonneville Power Administration (p. 732). It also had attached to it 
2 statement issued by the Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation 
Project, Inc. (which was previously submitted for the record by Mr. 
Donart (p. 309) ). 

I believe that is all I have to say. 

Mr. Buper. Mr. Stinson, this Southwestern Idaho Project, Ine., you 
are referring to is now out of existence; is it not ¢ 

Mr. Stinson. My understanding is that it is dormant. I don't 
think it has been dissolved. 

Mr. Bunce. The last officer resigned as of about 10 days ago. It is 
nonexistent. 

Mr. Srinson. That may be right. I am not informed as of 10 


days ago. 














HELLS CANYON DAM 703 





Mr. Eneore. Thank you very much, Mr. Stinson. Your presenta- 
tion has been very informative to the committee, We appreciate it. 
(The information referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OUTLINING Score oF Britt AND Its Hisrory spy Howarp R. STINSON, 
ReGIONAL COUNSEL, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


The witnesses preceding me in this hearing before your committee have dis- 
cussed the major economic and engineering aspects of the undertakings that 
would be authorized by H. R. 5743, the bill now before you, and some features of 
the bill itself are discussed quite fully in the letter of the Secretary of the 
Interior to the Speaker of the House, dated October 8, 1951. Nevertheless, it 
may be useful to your committee to have a presentation of the.bill in terms of 
its major purposes and in the light of the negotiations that led to the present 
form of bill from the point of view of a lawyer and one who participated in the 
drafting of the bill from the outset. 

The major purposes of the bill are these: 

1. To authorize the construction and operation and maintenance of the Hells 
Canyon Dam and power plant (Hells Canyon division) and the Scriver Creek 
power facilities of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division, these com- 
prising the initial divisions of the project identified by the bill as the Snake 
River project. 

2. To provide specifically that the operation of the Hells Canyon division shall 
be subordinate to all valid existing rights to the use of water for beneficial 
consumptive purposes and, within the limits indicated by the bill, to future rights 
to the use of water for those purposes. 

8. To make available to the State of Idaho the right to purchase, as a minimum, 
300,000 kilowatts of power and such energy associated therewith as would be 
required to meet the State’s loads under contracts for such amount of power. 

4. To establish a statutory basis for the latter authorization by the Congress 
of the irrigation features of the Mountain Home division and other reclamation 
developments that might be located in the central and upper Snake River Basin 
as divisions of the Snake River project, thereby permitting the use of power 
revenues from Hells Canyon Dam and other power facilities of the Snake River 
project in determining the financial feasibility of those developments. 

This is but a broad statement of the major purposes. It is desirable, however, 
to diseuss in detail each of the provisions of the bill and its history to show how 
the major purposes would be accomplished under the bill, to remove any mis- 
understandings about language in the bill, and also to point out some problem 
areas. It is especially desirable to do this because public discussion of the bill 
over the past few months since its first introduction by Congressman Murdock 
bas made it plain that many features of the bill are misunderstood. 


SECTION 1--AUTHORIZATION OF HELLS CANYON DAM AND POWER PLANT AND THB 
SCRIVER CREEK POWER FACILITIES 


Section 1 of the bill is the one of fundamental importance, for it is this 
section that would accomplish the principal object—that of authorizing the 
construction of Hells Canyon Dam and power plant and the Scriver Creek 
power plants. The bill would do this by authorizing the construction of the 
initial phase of the Snake River project in accordance with the physical plans 
that are set out in the specific reports referred to in section 1, these being, in 
the case of the Hells Canyon Dam division, volume 2 of House Document No. 
473, Eighty-first Congress, as modified by the report of the Commissioner of 
Reclamation approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951; and, in the case of 
the Scriver Creek power facilities, the report of the Commissioner of Reclamation 
on those facilities as approved by the Secretary on May 11,1951. The effect of 
reference to those reports is, it should be made plain, only to incorporate in the 
statute a full description of the works that are authorized, and not that of 
incorporating by reference any features of the reports that might be regarded 
as expanding the authority of the Secretary beyond that to be found in the 
basic statutes that would govern the construction and operation and maintenance 
of the works. It is also provided, by section 1, that the governing body of 
law with respect both to construction and operation and maintenance of the works 
to be authorized are the Federal reclamation laws (act of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 
388) and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), except as other- 
wise provided by the bill now before your committee. 
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Section 1 has the further function of declaring the intention and understanding 
of the Congress as to purposes to be served by the project in order to indicate 
that the project is one that is within the authority of the Federal Government 
to undertake under the Constitution. The practice of so declaring purposes in con- 
nection with major multiple-purpose public works on navigable streams is well 
established and is, indeed, a desirable one. By way of precedent, I call your 
attention to the act authorizing the construction of Hoover Dam (act of December 
21, 1928, 45 Stat. 1057) ; the act authorizing Grand Coulee and Parker Dams (act 
of August 30, 1935, 49 Stat. 1028, 1039) ; the act authorizing Hungry Horse Dam 
(act of June 5, 1944, 58 Stat. 270); and the various acts authorizing multiple- 
purpose projects for construction by the Department of the Army, as illustrated 
by the Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors Act of 1950 (Public Law 516, 
dSist Cong.). . 

It should be pointed out specifically, however, that a declaration of purposes 
such as appears in section 1 would mot have the effect of granting to the officer 
charged with the responsibility for construction and operation and maintenance 
of the proposed works authorities beyond those to be found in the specific statutes 
comprising the body of the governing law and surely would not provide authority 
in countervention of specific limitations such as in this case would be imposed 
by section 2 of the bilL 

You have before your committee the letter from the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget to the Secretary of the Interior, dated August 15, 1951, which deals, 
among other matters, with the irrigation features of the Mountain Home division. 
This comment was made because the draft of bill then being reviewed, which 
was developed in negotiations with various local interests in the State 
ot Idaho, particularly a group known as Southwestern Idaho Water 
Conservation Project, Inc., included, in section 1, a qualified authorization of the 
irrigation features of the Mountain Home division and also had included, among 
the purposes declared in section 1, irrigation. By virtue of the provisions of 
section 4 of the bill which will be discussed hereinafter in some greater detail, 
it is correct to say that irrigation remains one of the purposes of the bill and that 
it would be proper to reincorporate the word “irrigation” in the declaration of 
purposes. For the committee's information, also, there is set out in the footnote 
to this statement the text of section 1 as drafted to include the qualified authoriza- 
tion or the irrigation features of the Mountain Home division. With section 1 
in that form,’ it is also of at least historic interest to note that the entire bill, 
save for a point in section 3, had the endorsement of Southwestern Idaho Water 
Conservation Project, Inc. In a statement issued May 8, 1951, of which a copy 
is attached, that group said: 

“We now report that as a result of extended negotiations, we have finally 
accepted a draft of proposed legislation which will [among other things}: (b) 
Effect the authorization of the 192,000-acre Mountain Home irrigation develop- 
ment and the Hells Canyon Dam as inseparable units of the Snake River project, 
and provide for the allocation of a portion of the surplus power revenues of Hells 


1°That for the purposes of controlling and utilizing the waters of the Snake River and 
its tributaries for beneficial uses, including generation of hydroelectric power and energy 
urgently needed for the national defense and the civilian economy, irrigation of lands 
navigation and flood control, and for purposes incidental to any of the foregoing, including 
providing financial assistance to Federal reclamation projects, the following project is 
authorized to be constructed, substantially in accordance with the physical plan therefor 
as prescribed in the reports referred to hereinafter, by the Department of the Interior 
under the supervision and direction of the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred 
to as the Secretary) who, in prosecuting his activities under this section and in operating 
and maintaining such project, shall, except as otherwise in this act provided, be governed 
by the Federal reclamation laws (act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and acts amendatory 
thereof or supplementary thereto) : 

“The Snake River project, comprising initially : 

“(a) The Hells Canyon division, as described in volume 2 of House Document No. 473, 
Pighty-first Congress, and as modified by the report of the Commissioner of Reclamation 
approved by the Secretary on ———; and (b) the Payette unit of the Mountain Home 
division, as described in volume 2 of House Document No. 473, Eighty-first Congress : 
Provided, That no funds shall be expended on construction of any part of the Mountain 
Home division, other than the Scriver Creek power facilities as described in the report of 
the Commissioner of Reclamation approved by the Secretary on , until the Secretary 
shall have transmitted to the President and the Congress a supplemental report including 
among other things, his findings concerning the then current estimates of cost and benefits 
of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division and concerning the repayment of the 
reimbursable costs thereof. The supplemental report provided for in this section shall 
be transmitted to the Congress immediately following the termination of the national 
emergency declared by the President by Proclamation 2914, dated December 16, 1950 
(Ff. R. Doe. 50-12013), but in no event later than during the term of the Eighty-fourth 


Congress.” 
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Canyon Dam toward repayment of that portion of the irrigation features of the 
Mountain Home development which is beyond the ability of water users to repay.” 


SECTION 2—-SUBORDINATION OF HELLS CANYON DIVISION TO EXISTING AND FUTURE 
CONSUMPTIVE USE RIGHTS 


Section 2 of the bill concerns the relationship between Hells Canyon Dam 
and power plant and existing and future water rights for consumptive use in 
the basin of the Snake River tributary to the river upstream from the dam. 
These provisions, which as a matter of law would operate as limitations on 
the Hells Canyon division, are of importance and there has been a great deal 
of public interest in them. These provisions, perhaps more than any other in 
the bill, have been misinterpreted in public discussions. 

The objectives of the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of the 
Interior in the matter of water rights are these: 

1. That the bill give assurance that existing rights to the consumptive use of 
water will be fully recognized ; and 

2. That the bill give assurance that the proposed Hells Canyon division will 
not preclude the establishment of rights in the future for the consumptive use 
of water upstream in amounts which, determined on the basis of objective 
standards, are reasonable and equitable. 

Those are the objectives of the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department 
of the Interior, both in the planning and in the construction and operation 
and maintenance of large downstream multiple-purpose projects, notwithstand- 
ing the right as a matter of law to assert, in behalf of the downstream project 
under State law, prior rights for the operation of the project. With that 
statement before us, it is pertinent to discuss whether the provisions of the 
particular bill carry out those objectives and, if they do not, to determine 
whether a different approach to that legal problem can and should be taken. 

The United States is required by law to recognize validly established existing 
rights to the use of water for irrigation in connection with projects that are 
governed by the Federal reclamation laws. That is so by reason of section 8 
of the act of June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 390), as it has been recently interpreted 
by the Supreme Court of the United States. It is regarded as desirable to 
make the principle of that section specifically applicable to the project in 
question. It is furthermore the view of the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Department of the Interior that only by following and implementing the 
second objective above stated can there be achieved the fullest economic 
development of the land and water resources of an entire river basin. 

The provisions of section 2 of H. R. 5742 are intended to carry out these 
objectives. The language as to existing rights is this: 

“The operation of Hells Canyon division shall be only such as does not con- 
flict with any present. beneficial consumptive use, valid under State law, of the 
upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries.” 

If the problem of protection is one that is capable of being solved by the 
legislative provisions, as I think it is, the language employed seems clear beyond 
reasonable doubt. 

The provision as to future rights presents a drafting problem, for there is 
the problem of finding an objective standard to which to tie the statutory 
provision. The provision finally drafted was in terms of total land areas 
of the magnitude indicated in chapter IV of the Substantiating Materials to 
the Hells Canyon Project Report. The language as to future upstream uses 
is this: 

“The operation of the Hells Canyon division shall be only such 
does not conflict with any future depletion of stream flows arising from future 
upstream diversions for beneficial consumptive uses under State law: 

“(1) In a total amount which is reasonable and equitable for the irri- 
gation of new and supplemental land developments which are, in total 
area, like those indicated in chapter IV of the Substantiating Materials 
to the Hells Canyon Project Report, as set forth in volume 2 of House Docu- 
ment No. 473, Eighty-first Congress: and 

“(2) In a total amount which is reasonable and equitable for future 
upstream consumptive uses for domestic, municipal, stock-water, mining, 
and industrial purposes.” 

The figures as to area of new and supplemental lands shown in chapter IV 


are, respectively, new lands, 1,113,000 acres; supplemental lands, 1,233,000 acres. 


* * * as 
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The amount by which the stream flow could be depleted without objection by 
the United States by diversions under future rights under the provision would 
be the amount of depletion resulting from the diversion of the water reasonably 
and equitably required for thé@ irrigation of areas of that magnitude. The 
entire provision as to the future uses was drawn to provide as objective a 
standard as possible, with final determination, if necessary, by the appropriate 
courts, 

In analyzing section 2 it is necessary first to determine whether some statu- 
tory provision is desirable or necessary, having regard for the objectives of 
the Department of the Interior and the interests of the areas upstream from 
the proposed Hells Canyon Dam. There is a directory provision in the Federal 
reclamation laws (sec. 8 of the act of June 17, 1902, supra) requiring the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, in the construction and operation of Federal reclamation 
projects, to proceed in conformity with State laws relating to the control, appro- 
priation, use or distribution of water used in irrigation and not to interfere with 
nuy vested right acquired thereunder. While that provision, particularly as 
it has recently been interpreted, is sufficient to give protection to existing 
water rights against claims on behalf of a Federal reclamation project, it does 
not afford protection as to future upstream uses as against a downstream 
Federal project. The reason is that the United States, in connection with a 
downstream project, could, as any other individual or entity, establish rights in 
conformity with State law and could assert those rights against the users up- 
stream whose rights are later in time. That would be its right under the laws of 
Idaho, Oregon, and Wyoming. Hells Canyon Dam is a multiple-purpose proj- 
ect, having among its purposes, navigation and flood control, and the river 
in question is clearly navigable. It may be, therefore, that the United States 
could assert rights to the use of waters at the dam as against upstream uses 
that are later in time even if rights for use at the dam were not established 
in conformity with the State law. Therefore, so far as future rights are involved, 
it appears to be requisite that some action be taken requiring that the operation 
of the dam be subordinate to future upstream consumptive uses. 

The mens of providing such protection have been given rather thorough 
consideration from a legal point of view by many groups that are vitally in- 
terested in this problem. In the case of the conflict between the use of water 
for navigation and its use upstream for irrigation, the problem was attacked 
vigorously in 1944 and there resulted the provision appearing in (b) of section 
1 of the act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. S87), and similar provisions are now 
carried in all flood control and rivers and harbors acts. But that provision is 
not applicable to a project authorized under the Federal Reclamation Laws, 
and, being directed specifically only to navigation, is not adequate in any event. 
Yet, an approach of the character indicated by that section, that is, by Federal 
legislation governing the operation of the Federal project in question, appears 
to be an appropriate one. 

In 1950, in connection with the proposed Columbia Basin account amendment 
to the then pending rivers and harbors bill (H. R. 5472), it was proposed that 
a specific limitation on the operation of Hells Canyon Dam be written into the 
authorizing act.” That language, however, was examined critically by local 
water-users groups in Idaho who felt that the provision was not entirely satis- 
factory from their point of view. As a result of discussions with representatives 
of the water users, the following restatement of the provision was proposed by 
those representatives : 

“Provided, That the operation of Hells Canyon Dam and Reservoir for genera- 
tion of power shall be without prejudice to future depletion of stream flows 
arising from upstream diversions for beneficial consumptive uses under water 
rights established under State law in a total amount which are determined to 
be reasonable, having regard for the upstream beneficial consumptive use of 
water for the new and supplemental land developments indicated in chapter IV 


2 Gerlach Livestock Company vy. United States (339 U.S. 725 (1950)). 

3“Provided, That the operation of Hells Canyon Dam and Reservoir for the generation 
of power shall be without prejudice to future depletion of streatn flows arising from 
upstream diversions for beneficial consumptive uses in an amount which the Secretary of 
the Interior determines to be reasonable. having regard for the unstream beneficial con- 
sumptive use of water for the new and supplemental land developments indicated in 
chapter IV of the Substantiating Materials, Hells Canyon Project Report, approved by the 
Acting Secretary of the Interior, June 9, 1948.” 

For a discussion of this provision, see hearings, U. S. Senate on H. R. 5472, 81st Cong., 
pp. 304-321, inclusive. 
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of the Substantiating Materials, Hells Canyon Project Report, approved by the 
Acting Secretary of the Interior, June 9, 1948”— 

and written into S. 3429, a bill introduced by Senator Taylor on the basin account 
problem after the proposed basin account amendment to H. R. 5472 had been 
tabled* If my memory serves me correctly, that form of proviso was the 
starting point for the drafting of section 2 of the bill that is now before you. 
The principal difference between the proviso in the basin account amendment 
to H. R. 5472 and the proposal written into S. 3429 was that the latter avoided 
putting in the Secretary of the Interior the determination of the amount of 
future depletion that would be regarded as reasonable, providing rather an ob- 
jective standard. In passing, it is interesting to note that in the initial letter 
to the Secretary from Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation Project, Inc., 
dated December 18, 1950, that group, in dealing with the problem of adequate 
protection of Idaho's rights to future upstream uses, suggested the language in 
S. 3429 as a starting point. 

The approach followed in the bill before you is that of writing in a provision 
that would require that the Hells Canyon division in all its aspects be operated 
subordinate to all existing upstream rights that are validly established under 
State law and subordinate also to future upstream consumptive uses that may 
be validly established under State law but within some limits as to the total 
amount of such future rights that must be recognized as superior to the project. 
The attempt has been to write the subordination in terms of the principles as to 
the apportionment of water that have been recognized heretofore as the ap- 
propriate basis for apportionment of water among States. The water that is 
involved does not all originate in one State, nor are the equities and potentialities 
as to its use so limited. Of the water passing the damsite under present con- 
ditions, something over 37 percent originates in Wyoming, about 5 percent in 
Nevada, about 5 percent in Oregon, and the balance (something over 50 percent) 
in Idaho. 

The principle followed by the Supreme Court in interstate litigation over 
interstate streams is that the waters of the stream are to be apportioned 
equitably among the States involved. Under that principle the Supreme Court 
has hot permitted upstream States to assert a claim to all the waters of an 
interstate stream, and I do not believe that there is an interstate compact in 
existence which goes that far. Section 2 of the bill before you is intended to 
require recognition of future upstream diversions in the area above the dam 
in an amount that under recognized principles of equitable apportionment takes 
account of all irrigation developments that could reasonably be foreseen looking 
far into the future. The figures on future development are those set out in 
chapter IV of the substantiating materials referred to in section 2. The matter 
of the amount of irrigation development to be expected in the future has been 
made the subject of additional study by a technical subcommittee of the Colum- 
bia Basin Inter-Agency Committee which completed a report in May 1951. In 
that report the potential future development of new land in the Snake River 
Basin above the Oxbow gaging station® is set at about 1,196,000 acres and the 
area of land requiring supplemental water set at about 850,000 acres. The report 
of that subcommittee was submitted to the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Com- 
mittee and, with some modifications that are not pertinent to our inquiry here, 
approved the report in the meeting held in The Dalles, Oreg., January 4, 1952. The 
figures in that report can be reconciled with the figures appearing in chapter IV 
of the substantiating materials and are, in terms of net depletion, virtually the 
same. The principal difference is with respect to area requiring supplemental 
water and that difference is by reason of developments that in 1948 were con- 
sidered future which have now been accomplished. The result is that the 
supplemental area figure in the bill is perhaps on the high side, rather than 
otherwise. 

The provision now appearing as section 2 was developed in discussions among 
myself, attorneys for the Bonneville Power Administration, and counsel repre- 
senting Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation Project, Inc. That provision, 
like the one appearing in S. 3429 which had the endorsement of representatives 
of Idaho water-user organizations, avoids putting the determination of the 
amount of water in the Secretary of the Interior—and properly. You will note, 





*Senator Taylor initially offered this language in connection with the proposal to 
authorize Hells Canyon Dam by amendment to H. R. 5472, stating that ‘‘those interested 
in reclamation in Idaho thought they would prefer the language contained in the amend- 
ment.” See Congressional Record, April 14, 1950, p. 5252. 

* A gaging station about 25 miles above Hells Canyon Dam. 
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also, that the operative language on subordination goes beyond the provision 
in 8S. 3429 in that it makes the subordination operative as to all aspects of the 
Hells Canyon division—not only with respect to generation of power. That is 
an improvement from the point of view of upstream future rights since Hells 
Canyon Dam, in addition to the generation of power, has navigable and flood 
control aspects that might conceivably be operated to the detriment of future 
upstream consumptive use rights. 

The provision that was finally worked out in those discussions with repre- 
sentatives of Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation- Project, Inc., was, ac- 
cording to my understanding, acceptable to that group and its counsel. The 
southwestern Idaho group, in a letter of April 4, 1951, to the Secretary of the 
Interior said, among other things, speaking with respect to a draft of bill! 
which on the point under discussion was identical with the bill now before you: 

“We believe that it meets the ‘Idaho position’ as presented in our letter of 
December 18 with omission of item (5) ‘in lieu of taxes’.” 

In a public statement of May 15, 1951, issued by Southwestern Idaho Water 
Conservation Project, Inc., the following statements were made with respect 
to what was then section 3 and is now section 2 of the bill: 

“We now report that as a result of extended negotiations, we have finally 
accepted a draft of proposed legislation which will: (@) Guarantee and protect 
Idaho’s upstream rights to present and future uses of irrigation water required 
for existing, supplemental and new land developments; and to present and 
future consumptive uses of water for domestic, municipal, stock raising, mining 
and industrial purposes. 

“Section 3 (1) and (2): This section clearly and definitely establishes the 
protection and priority of water rights in Idaho, upstream from Hells Canyon 
Dam, for present and future irrigation, domestic, nrunicipal, stock raising, min- 
ing and industrial purposes. This means that the Snake River waters cannot 
be used at Hells Canyon Dam for power production and other purposes without 
limit and without regard for Idaho’s existing and future needs for water up- 
stream. All present water rights are fully protected, Future additional con- 
sumptive irrigation water rights to an extent of a total depletion of 3,048,000 acre- 
feet are also protected. Likewise, reasonable and equitable quantities required 
in the future for the other named purposes are protected. It is important to 
note that this protection and priority is to be exercised under State law. There- 
fore, control of the use of waters is vested in Idaho’s State officials, and not the 
Secretary of the Interior. This is a major and important recognition of Idaho's 
rights.” 

In public discussions now going on, the general charge is being made that the 
provisions are not adequate to protect either existing or future water rights. 
Three specific points that have been made may merit some examination. 

1. It is suggested that the statement of purposes to be served by the project. 
as recited in section 1, making no reference to irrigation, may have the effect of 
authorizing the operation of the project for any of the enumerated purposes or 
objects even though that would result in encroachment on existing or future 
rights to the use of water for consumptive purposes upstream from the dam. 

2. It is suggested that the measure of the subordination of claims to water 
by the project in terms of “a total amount which is reasonable and equitable for 
the irrigation of new and supplemental land developments” for areas of a magni- 
tude described in the substantiating materials of the Hells Canyon project re- 
port lacks definiteness. 

%. It is suggested that “since navigation features are tied into the project, a 
type of work in which the Federal Government rights are asserted as supreme, 
and because of the claims being asserted in California, there is a grave question 
whether any language can be inserted in the bill which would give Idaho water 
rights the protection they would deserve against a great downstream Federal 
project.” [Emphasis added. ] 

Let us examine each one of these points in more detail. 

First, it is believed that irrigation should be included in the recital of pur- 
poses served by the project even in the bill in its present form. The bill, by 
means of section 4, is of immediate significance to irrigation because of the 
substantial prospective financial assistance. Therefore, it would he proper to 
indicate from the outset that a major purpose of the bill is assistance to irri- 
gation. Whether or not that purpose is named as one of the project purposes, 
it is clear enough as a matter of law that the statement of purposes to be served 
by the project would not serve to override a specific limitation on the operation 
of the project such as it provided in section 2 of the proposed bill. The state- 
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ment of purposes has primarily the function of making it appear on the face 
of the bill that the project is one within the constitutional power of the Federal 
Government, 

Second, if the premise is accepted by your committee and the Congress that 
the subordination of a downstream project as to rights yet to be established 
should be only within reasonable limitations rather than being a complete 
subordination, the question is whether a formula stated in terms of an amount 
“reasonable and equitable” for a specified area of land is workable. What is 
“reasonable and equitable” would, under the provisions of section 2, I believe, 
be determined under the objective standard provided by the proposed statute 
and subject in the final analysis to court review. If there is doubt about that 
from the language employed in section 2, the doubt should be removed by ex- 
press language. 

If the area which is basic to the measure of the amount of water to which 
the project is subordinate is open to question, that is a matter that should be 
exualined by your committee and an appropriate measure provided. The proba- 
bilities are that in any event the extent of the upstream development that will 
depend on future rights will also depend, to a large extent, on Federal finan- 
cial assistance and as the law now stands, that kind of assistance will come 
from power revenues from downstream power developinents such as the pro- 
posed Hells Canyon Dam. The problem, therefore, is the dual one, within the 
rule of equitable apportionment adopted by the Supreme Court of the United 
States, of providing adequate protection for future irrigation developments 
while also not jeopardizing the feasibility of downstream power developments 
which in the long run will determine whether the upstream irrigation develop- 
ments can be undertaken. And it must be borne in mind that the lower areas 
and States have equities in the flow of this interstate stream that must be 
recognized in whatever subordination formula is evolved. 4 

Third, is it within the power of the Congress, dealing with a multiple-purpose 
project on a navigable river, to subordinate the operation of that project to 
existing and future upstream water rights established under State law? 

If the Congress does not have that authority, all that the Congress did in 
section 1 of the 1944 Flood Control Act in attempting to subordinate the use 
of water for navigation to both existing and future rights to the use of water 
for other purposes was in vain.” It would follow, also, in the case of a Federal 
reclamation project having flood control and navigation aspects, that the pro- 
visious of section 8 of the Reclamation Act of 1902 and provisions such as are 
being considered by the Congress now under bills such as H. R. 5735 and H. R. 
5736 would be in vain. That this is not the case is evident, in my opinion, from 
an examination of the Federal Constitution and the pertinent decisions. 

The power of the Congress in this situation stems from article 8, clause 3 of 
the Constitution of the United States. By that clause the Congress is given 
the power “to regulate commerce * * * among the several States’. The 
authority of the Federal Government to regulate and develop navigable waters 
has its source in this Clause—a_ proposition that is so well established that the 
citations of authority here are superfluous. The Supreme Court has said, with 
respect to that authority of the Congress, that its power over navigable waters 
is plenary and that therefore it has the power “to deny the privilecge of con- 
structing an obstruction in those waters. It may likewise grant the privilege 
on terms.‘ There is in the Federal Constitution no provision which proscribes 
or limits the authority of the Congress in dealing with Federal agencies charged 
with responsibilities as to navigable waters. It must follow that the Congress can 
effectively direct and limit the actions of Federal agencies charged with the 
responsibility for the construction and operation and maintenance of projects 
which are within the authority of the Congress by virtue of the commerce clause, 

This conclusion, however, does not have to rest on that reasoning alone, for 
the Supreme Court has, I believe, made it plain that limitations imposed by the 
Congress on its agencies do control the actions of the agencies and their officers 
with respect to projects of that character even with respect to rights established 
in navigable waters. That, I believe, is the teaching of the Court in United States 


®* The Idaho State Reclamation Association did not regard this provision as vain, for in 
July 1947 it urged, in a public hearing at Lewiston, Idaho, that any legislation authoriz- 
ing projects in Hells Canyon “should contain language similar to the provisions of the 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendments to the Flood Control Act of 1944 and the Rivers and 
Harbors Act of 1945. * * *” (Interim Rept. No. 3, Hells Canyon Dam, Snake River, 
appendix F, p. 255.) 

* United States v. Appalachian Electrie Power Company (311 U. S. 377, p. 427 (1940)). 





710 HELLS CANYON DAM 


v. Gerlach Livestock Company, supra. That was a case involving a project that 
had among its purposes the improvement of navigation and the controlling of 
floods. It was a project, however, governed by the Federal reclamation laws, 
including the provisions of section 8 of the act of June 17, 1902, supra. Justice 
Jackson, delivering the opinion of the Court, said: 

“Even if we assume, with the Government, that Friant Dam in fact bears some 
relation to control of navigation, we fhink nevertheless that Congress realisti 
eally elected to treat it as a reclamation project. It was so conceived and au- 
thorized by the President and it was so represented to Congress. Whether Con 
gress could have chosen to take claimants’ rights by the exercise of its dominant 
navigation servitude is immaterial. By directing the Secretary to proceed under 
the Reclamation Act of 1902, Congress elected not ‘to in any way interfere with 
the laws of any State * * * relating to the control, appropriation, use, or 
distribution of water used in irrigation, or any vested right acquired thereunder’ 
(82 Stat. 388, 890, ch. 1093, 48 U.S. C. A. sec. 383, FCA title 48, sec. 383). 

“We cannot twist these words into an election on the part of Congress under 
its navigation power to take such water rights without compensation. In the 
language of Mr. Justice Holmes, writing for the Court in Infernational Paper 
Co. v. United States (282 U. 8. 399, 407, 75 L. Ed. 410, 414, 51 8. Ct. 176), Congress 
‘proceeded on the footing of a full reeognition of [riparians’] rights and of the 
Government’s duty to pay for the taking that [it] purported to accomplish.’ 
We conclude that, whether required to do so or not, Congress elected to recognize 
any State-created rights and to take them under its power of eminent domain.” 

The conclusion that the Congress in this field has the authority to direct, 
control and limit its agencies seems so plain that to suggest a donbt as to its 
validity without demonstrating that a substantial question is present suggests 
that the argument is diversionary only. The problem, as T see it, is only that 
of making clear the nature and extent of the limitation that is reasonable from 
the point of view of the entire Columbia River Basin and then of clearly stating 
the limitations in the statute. 

To summarize the issues as to protection of water rights, it is my belief that 
a provision in a Federal statute is requisite to afford protection both to existing 
and future rights to the use of water upstream from a project such as the pro- 
posed Hells Canyon Dam: that it is clearly within the power of the Congress 
to provide the required protection: that section 2 does provide complete protec- 
tion as to existing rights to the beneficial consumptive use of water validly 
established under State law and does provide, within the limitations stated in 
the section and the material incorporated by reference therein, protection to 
beneficial consumptive use rights hereafter to be established upstream from 
the dam. If a greater amount of protection in the case of future rights is 
thonght to be requisite and equitable, this can and should be provided. The 
problem is only that of the Congress determining what is the reasonable measure 
of protection that should be afforded, having regard for the interests of future 
developments upstream from the dam, a reasonable assurance that the project 
proposed to be authorized will be a sound one, and a reasonable assurance that 
the amount of protection afforded to upstream areas is consistent with the equi- 
table claims of downstream areas to the waters of this great interstate stream. 
When and if there is a congressionally approved interstate agreement apportion- 
ing the water among the interested States that, of course, can be made control- 
ling. 


SECTION 3-——-RESERVATION OF POWER FOR PURCHASE BY STATE OF IDAHO 


Section 3 of the bill would reserve for purchase by the State of Idaho a block 
of 300,000 kilowatts of power and the energy associated therewith. The section 
further provides that the State, disregarding adjustments by reason of defense 
commitments, shall purchase the reserved power within 8 years of the date 
when that power first becomes available from the Hells Canyon power plant; 
and that each contract may be renewed by the State, on the giving of appropriate 
notice, for a maximum term (40 years) like that permitted under the Federal 
reclamation laws, with renewals beyond that maximum term to be governed 
by statutes in effect as of the date of each such renewal. Power would be 
available to the State at the same rates as would be charge’ for like classes and 
conditions of service to other purchasers served by the Hells Canyon power 
plant, and, when the plan was interconnected with other plants of the Federal 
power system, it is provided that the system-wide rates shall prevail. Except 
as otherwise provided in section 3, other provisions and terms of the contract 
would be a matter of negotiation between the United States and the State, those 
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terms and conditions to be ones not inconsistent with the Federal reclamation 
laws as supplemented by the provisions of the bill before you. 

This section of the bill, it should be clearly understood, was drafted in co- 
operation with Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation Project, Inc., a group 
long devoted to the development of Idaho water resources, made up of residents 
of many communities in southwestern Idaho. The position of that group on 
the reservation of power is perhaps best stated in point 4 of its letter of Decem- 
ber 18, 1950, to the Secretary of the Interior. That is as follows: 

(4) Provision should be made to reserve for Idaho for her future needs, a 
minimum of 500,000 kilowatts of firm power to offset the potential power loss 
resulting from the flooding of power sites by the construction of Hells Canyon, 
such allocation to be made to the State without limitation as to use, or conditions 
of resale, and to be made available by the Federal Government to the distribution 
agency designated by the State at a price not in excess of that which would result 
if the low head projects were developed and financed by venture capital. 

“Of the 500,000 kilowatts of firm power allocated to Idaho, the Idaho Power Co., 
which has legal ownership of the Oxbow site, should be guaranteed frem the 
primary power produced 140,000 kilowatts per year. This block of primary power 
and energy should be made available without restrictions of any character at a 
price per kilowatt-hour to the company not in excess of the cost Which would result 
if the company were permitted to go ahead with its development as planned.” 

In the early stages of the negotiation with that group, representatives of the 
Department of the Interior proposed a reservation as follows: 

“Sec. 4. The Secretary shall reserve from the Hells Canyon Dam power plant 
and other Federal plants interconnected therewith, for use within the central 
and upper Snake River Basin, and within the remainder of the State of Idaho, 
a block of prime power which at any time shall be, as a minimum, an amount 
equivalent to the average kilowatts of prime power that could at any time be 
generated from the Hells Canyon Dam power plant if it were operated as an 
isolated plant, but not more than an amount equivalent to 50 percent of the total 
average kilowatts of prime power attributable to the Hells Canyon division 
(including additional power generated at downstream projects as a result of 
Hells Canyon storage). Any disposition of such power by the United States 
prior to the time of its full use in the area for which it is reserved shall be only 
on such terms and conditions as will not preclude its availability for use in such 
area. 

The Idaho group replied by a letter of March 2, 1951, that the proposal 
was not satisfactory because it did not meet the request that there be a provision 
for the State of Idaho to obtain for itself an allocation of Hells Canyon power. 
In this connection, the point was made that the State should not be required, 
in its resale of power, to give preference to those entitled to preference under 
the Federal reclamation laws. The objectives of the group speaking for Idaho 
interests were believed to be these: To assure Idaho that an agreed minimum 
amount of power from Hells Canyon Dam would be available for use in Idaho; 
to afford the State control of the character of use of power that would be 
charged to the State’s reservation; to afford the State an opportunity to realize 
something from the marketing of power for the purpose, among others, of 
offsetting the loss of the opportunity to impose the State’s generation tax on 
the power involved; and to maintain for the State, with respect to the block 
of power available under its option, an opportunity to develop its own market- 
ing policies, even if not wholly consistent with Federal marketing policies. It 
was not understood that the Idaho group desired to preclude the direct market- 
ing of power by the United States. 

It was to meet these points of view that negotiations continued and agreement 
was finaily reached with the southwestern Idaho group on the language that 
now appears as section 3 of the bill, subject only to the unresolved question 
whether the legislation should be framed with respect to the preference provision 
to permit the State to set up, through appropriate State legislation, resale 
marketing policies at variance with the policies of the Federal statutes that 
govern the marketing of power from other Federal projects. It was understood, 
of course, that the tentative agreement by the Idaho group was predicated on 
there being presented to the Congress, finally, a bill that included an authoriza- 
tion of the irrigation features of the Mountain Home division along the lines 
discussed earlier in connection with section 1, and on there being offered to 
the Idaho Power Co. an opportunity to obtain a contract for sale by the United 
States direct to the company of a block of power that would be outside that 
reserved for sale to the State of Idaho. Such an offer was made, and in fact 
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is still open, but the discussions of it have not been pursued by the Idaho Power 
Co. 

Notwithstanding the tentative agreement that was reached with the Idaho 
group, it is not clear now that the provisions of section 3 are regarded as en- 
tirely acceptable either to local groups in Idaho or eastern Oregon or to officials 
speaking for the State of Idaho. There continues to be a strong interest in some 
sort of reservation of a block of power for use in the upstream area and the justi- 
fication for such a reservation is indicated in the Secretary’s letter of October s, 
1951, to the Speaker of the House. Questions have been raised, however, as to 
whether under the constitution of Idaho it is practical for the State to create 
an agency that could take advantage of the reservation set up in section 3, 
but that may be an academic question if those speaking for the State are no 
longer insistent, as they once were, that the reservation run in favor of the 
State. Other questions have been raised with respect to the preference provisions 
that govern the marketing of power, these questions being raised in part by those 
who strongly support the policies of the present provisions of law and are fear- 
ful of the consequences if the State were to be permitted to market without re- 
gard to those provisions, and, on the other hand, by those who question the policy 
represented by the existing provisions of the Federal statutes. 

In the foregoing discussion of section 3, I have attempted only to explain the 
operation of section 3 as it is now drafted and how the section happened to be 
drafted in that form. In view of the many questions that have been raised 
about the section, however, there will undoubtedly be laid before your committee 
proposals for its restatement. Any restatement of the section ought to be under- 
taken, however, only on the basis of full knowledge of matters such as the 
probable demand for power in Idaho and eastern Oregon that can reasonably 
be expected to be met by power from Hells Canyon Dam, the present policies 
provided by law for the marketing of power available from projects such as the 
proposed Hells Canyon Dam, and the tentative plans of the Department of the 
Interior with respect to the marketing of power that will be available from this 
project. 

It should be pointed out here that the bill before you does not, of itself, author- 
ize the construction of transmission lines (except for a limited amount in con- 
nection with the Scriver Creek plants), but the advantages from operating the 
project as a part of the Northwest Federal power system are so great that it is 
assumed that Hells Canyon Dam will be interconnected therewith and operated 
as an integral part of it. Construction of such facilities would be made under 
presently existing law and appropriations for the construction of particular 
transmission lines in connection with this dam and power plant are matters 
which will have to be dealt with separately by the Congress. These various 
matters do need additional discussion in connection with a consideration of sec- 
tion 5 or any modification of it, and for this reason additional statements with 
respect to these problems will be presented the committee by Messrs. Dittmer 
and White of the Bonneville Power Administration. 


SECTION 4—-FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO FUTURE IRRIGATION DEVELOPMENTS 


Section 4 of the bill is the one that makes the bill of immediate importance 
to the future development of irrigation projects in the central and upper Snake 
River Basin. That is the area of the Snake River and its tributaries down to 
and including the Grande Ronde River. It is by this section that financial 
assistance from Hells Canyon Dam power revenues will, in keeping with the 
provisions of the Federal reclamation laws, be made available to assist in 
financing irrigation developments in this basin, 

The section provides that the initial works of the Snake River project which 
would be authorized by section 1 of the bill and any additional works or divisions, 
including irrigation features of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division 
that may hereafter be anthorized as provided in this section, “shall be treated 
as one project for the purpose, among others, of providing for the application of 
project revenues to the return of reimbursable costs in accordance with the 
provisions of the Federal reclamation laws.” It provides, also, that any such 
additional reclamation developments may be authorized as divisions of the Snake 
River project only if such authorization is specifically provided by act of 
Congress. The effect of the provision is this: 

If by such subsequent or supplemental act of Congress the irrigation features 
of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home project are authorized, or if another 
irrigation development in the basin is authorized and, by the report and findings 
made under section 9 of the Reclamation Project Act of 1989 (53 Stat. 1187), 
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the irrigation construction costs in excess of what the water users can reason- 
ably be expected to pay under the Federal reclamation laws are assigned for 
repayment from power revenues, those costs would be required by law to be 
returned from the power revenues of the Snake River project as a whole. That 
means, of course, primarily from Hells Canyon Dam power plant. 

Since most of the potential irrigation developments in the central and upper 
Snake River Basin are ones not having associated therewith any substantial 
power developments, it is only by virtue of provisions such as section 4 that 
the benefit of Snake River project revenues can be made available for assistance 
in the return of irrigation costs. While, under the provisions of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939, power revenues may be used to assist in the return of irriga- 
tion costs, that assistance is limited to irrigation features of the project of 
which the power development is a part. Hence, the necessity of providing by 
legislation that additional works may be treated for pay-out purposes as part 
of the Snake River project of which the principal division is the Hells Canyon 
division. 

By providing for the application of project revenues to the return of the re- 
imbursable costs of additional works or divisions that may be assigned for return 
from power revenues, there would, however, be no change in the provisions of the 
Federal reclamation laws concerning the amount of assistance that may be pro- 
vided from power revenues nor with respect to the issue of the extent to which 
the interest component of power revenues may be so applied in the return of 
irrigation costs. The law on this point would remain unchanged by the enact- 
ment of this bill as applied to any irrigation costs in connection with works or 
divisions that might be authorized as part of the Snake River project under 
section 4. As the Federal reclamation laws have been construed by the mucli- 
discussed Solicitor’s opinion of September 29, 1944 (M-55475), as supplemented 
September 10, 1945, the integest Component of Snake River project power revenues 
could be applied to meet such irrigation costs. As in the case of other projects 
governed by the Federal reclamation laws, it would also be true under this bill 
that, if as the result of administrative action or congressional action there were 
to be a limit on or bar to the use of interest component for such purposes, net 
power revenues would be required to be applied to meet irrigation costs assigned 
for return from power. 

In short, as applied to works or divisions to be authorized under section 4 as 
part of the Snake River project, the legal situation as to the use of interest would 
remain as it is under the Federal reclamation laws and would be governed by 
whatever action is finally taken under the Federal reclamation laws, administra- 
tively, or by any general amendment of those laws. 

With this background of the operation of section 4, let us look, in a quite gen- 
eral way, at future irrigation developments that may be brought under the 
provisions of section 4. 

There are some 44 projects not yet authorized but which, based upon prelimi- 
hary eXaminations made by the Bureau of Reclamation, appear to be desirable 
of development at some time in the future in view of favorable benefit-cost ratios, 
but which with minor exceptions can be undertaken only if the water users have 
assistance in the repayment of irrigation capital cost. There is an immediate 
demand for additional irrigated land which could be met by development of the 
projects included in the potential list, and in terms of the continuing growth of 
population in the Pacific Northwest and the need to maintain a balanced economy, 
it appears probable that all the undertakings ultimately will prove to be meri- 
torious. Of the 44 projects that have been examined in varying degrees of 
detail, 4 in the central and upper Snake River Basin would have power facili- 
ties associated with them, 1 of these being the irrigation features of the Payette 
unit of the Mountain Home division and the principal power features of that 
undertaking would be authorized by this bill. There would be, in addition, how- 
ever, a power development in connection with the proposed Garden Valley 
Reservoir. The other three potential irrigation developments with power in- 
stallations are the Bruneau, Challis, and Michaud projects. The remaining 40 
projects will have no directly associated source of financial assistance from power 
revenues and the 4 projects that will have power facilites associated with them 
will, nevertheless, require greater assistance from power revenues than can be 
afforded from those associated facilities alone. This is especially well illustrated 
in the case of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division. The required 
assistance in that case, with a 40-year pay-out period for the water users’ obliga- 
tion. will be about $175,144.000, and the interest component from the Payette unit 
power facilities would total only about $54,333,000, and the problem could not be 
met except by adoption of an unusually long pay-out period, 
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The estimated current cost of the 44 reclamation projects in the central and 
upper Snake River Basin which have been examined is $784,620,000. Of this 
amount, it is estimated that about $665,799,000 would be allocated to irrigation. 
For these 44 projects it is estimated that the water users could pay all operation 
and maintenance costs plus $151,769,000 on construction in a 40-year repayment 
period such as is now provided by section 9 (d) of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1939. This would leave a balance of $514,030,000 to be met, if these projects 
were authorized in accordance with section 4 of the bill, from power revenues 
to accrue to the Snake River project. 

I have indicated earlier in the discussion of this section of the bill that under 
the Federal reclamation laws as now interpreted it would be possible to apply 
the interest component of power revenues to the return of irrigation costs to be 
allocated for return from power revenues. It appears that the amount of interest 
to be paid on the power investment, calculated at 3 percent on the unamortized 
balance over a 50-year pay-out period, would approximate $406,600,000. That 
calculation includes the power investment on the facilities that would be author- 
ized by this bill and the power facilities of reclamation projects in the central 
and upper Snake River Basin that might hereafter be authorized under the 
provisions of section 4 of the bill. The interest on the power investment in the 
Hells Canyon division alone will be a significant portion of the total interest 
available for assistance to irrigation, this amounting to $295,614,000. Interest 
on the Scriver Creek power facilities which would also be authorized by this 
bill would amount to $40,158,000, making a total of $335,772,000 in interest avail- 
able from the facilities that would be authorized immedtately by this bill. 

These figures on irrigation costs and the amounts thereof that might be re- 
quired to be returned from Snake River project revenues are quite tentative 
and are offered here only by way of illustrating the operation of section 4 of the 
bill and the possible magnitude of the problem of required assistance. The bill 
does not now authorize any irrigation works. The required assistance for the 
several projects that have been examined in the basin totals approximately 
$514,030,000, against which there would be an available interest component of 
$406,600,000. The latter falls short of meeting the total assistance requirement 
by $107,430,000, which amount would have to be met by extending the pay-out 
period. This amount could be handled by the extension of the pay-out period 
by less than 10 years. 

It cannot be too strongly emphasized that the foregoing figures are highly 
tentative and are used only to illustrate what would be the operation of section 
4. The fact is that, as is stated earlier, this bill will not authorize any irriga- 
tion works for which assistance from power revenues is required. 

Section 4 is limited in application to the central and upper Snake River Basin. 
There are, a8 you know, other areas of the Columbia River Basin in which there 
are desirable reclamation developments which can be undertaken only if some 
plan for financial assistance in the return of the initial investment in irrigation 
facilities can be provided. By way of illustration only, one such project is the 
proposed Crooked River project in the Deschutes River Basin in Oregon, Another 
zroup of developments are those in the vicinity of Chief Joseph Dam in the State 
of Washington with respect to which a proposal, quite similar to section 4 of 
the bill, is now before the Congress in the provisions of Senator Magnuson’s bill, 
S, 2320, Having regard for this major requirement for assistance to irrigation 
from power revenues of Federal developments in the Pacific Northwest, there are 
also before the Congress proposals for the establishment of the so-called Co- 
lumbia Basin account or pooling plan, S. 2318 and 8S. 2319. The bill now before 
you takes cognizance of the latter proposal and is not inconsistent therewith. 
In this connection, your attention is directed to subsection (c) of section 4. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. DirrMEeR, POWER MANAGER, MADE IN CONNECTION 
WITH THE STATEMENT OF H. R. STINSON, REGIONAL COUNSEL, BUREAU OF REcCLA- 
MATION, Borse, IDAHO, ON EXPLANATION OF H. R. 5743 ANp HiIstorRy OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT 

POWER MARKET AGENCIES 


At the present time Bonneville Power Administration is marketing agent for 
federally generated power in the Columbia Basin except for southern Idaho for 
which the Bureau of Reclamation is the marketing agency. At such time as 
power becomes available from Hells Canyon Dam its output will be integrated 
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with other Federal projects on the Columbia River and Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration will become the marketing agency for the entire Columbia Basin, 
including southern Idaho. 

PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS 


It is a long-established policy of the Federal Government that public bodies 
and cooperatives have a preference over other agencies in the use of federally 
venerated power. This policy is expressed both in the Reclamation laws and 
in the Bonneville Act. This policy is carried out by the Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration by limiting its commitments to nonpreferred agencies so that the re- 
quirements of preferred agencies so far as they can reasonably be estimated 
in advance will be taken care of. 


OFFER OF CONTRACT WITH IDAHO POWER CO. 


At a meeting of the Secretary of the Interior with Mr. Roach, president of 
the Idaho Power Co., the Secretary indicated his willingness to supply to the 
company some of the power to become available at Hells Canyon Dam and in- 
vited Mr. Roach to initiate discussions on contract terms. It was indicated tha? 
the terms would be similar to the power sales contract entered into on March 18, 
1950, with the Montana Power Co. for delivery of power to be generated at Hun- 
gry Horse Dam. This was confirmed in-a letter of March 11, 1952 from Dr. 
Raver to Mr. Roach of which a copy is attached. Copy of the contract with 
Montana Power Co. is also attached. 


POWER RESERVED TO IDAHO FOR MARKETING BY THE STATE 


House bill 5748 provides that 300,000 kilowatts of the power to become avail- 
able at Hells Canyon Dam be reserved to the State of Idaho for marketing in 
that State. This is similar to the provision in the Hungry Horse Act which 
states that power from Hungry Horse be used primarily for the benefit of Mon- 
tana. 

Where no specific legislative direction is given as to the marketing of power 
it is the policy of the Bonneville Power Administration to supply the power at a 
uniform rate at any point accessible to our transmission system within the 
Columbia Basin. Other economic factors normally determine the location of 
an industrial plant. Deliveries to distributors are made at the load centers 
of the distributors. 

The reservation of 300,000 kilowatts to the State of Idaho represents a mini- 
mum amount and not a maximum. Since the Federal Government is the prin- 
cipal supplier of power in the Northwest, we feel that it should supply all needs 
of that area to the extent that such needs are not taken care of by non-Federal 
suppliers. To the extent that loads in excess of 300,000 kilowatts can be de- 
veloped in southern Idaho, we would pian to serve them, 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, 
Portland, Oreg., March 11, 1982. 
Mr. T. E. Roacn, 
President, Idaho Power Co., 
Boise, Idaho. 

Dear Tom: At your meeting on April 27, 1951, in Washington with Secretary 
Chapman at which Mr. Straus of the Bureau of Reclamation and Mr. Dittmer 
of Bonneville were present, the Secretary invited you to diseuss with the De- 
partment of the Interior contract terms covering the sale to your company of a 
block of Hells Canyon power. It was indicated that such power would be made 
available on a basis similar to our contract with Montana Power Co Copy of 
this contract was forwarded to you by Mr. Dittmer with his letter of May 14, 
1951. 

Subsequent to the meeting with the Secretary there were several discussions 
in the field hetween members of my staff and of the Bureau of Reclamation and 
representatives of your company regarding the technical aspects of the Hells 
Canyon project as planned. Since these meetings a considerable amount of 
time has elapsed without further comment from you. 

It is of importance in our planning to know whether or not you would con- 
template the purchase of any power available at the Hells Canyon project. In 
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line with the Secretary's invitation, therefore, I would like to advise you that 
I and members of my staff are ready to discuss with you at a mutually agree- 
able time and place terms for the sale of a block of Hells Canyon power to your 
company to be delivered at such time as power becomes available from that 
project. If you are interested, I shall be glad to hear from you further. 
Sincerely yours, 
Pau. J. Raver, Administrator. 


[Authenticated copy] 
Contract No. Ibp-6745, January 9, 1950 


PoWeER SALES CONTRACT EXECUTED BY THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, DEPART- 
MENT OF THE INTERIOR, ACTING BY AND THROUGH THE BONNEVILLE POWER Ap- 
MINISTRATOR AND THE MONTANA POWER Co. 


This power sales contract, executed March 18, 1950, by the United States of 
America (hereinafter called “the Government”), Department of the Interior, 
acting by and through the Bonneville Power Administrator (hereinafter called 
“the Administrator’), and the Montana Power Company (hereinafter called 
“the Purchaser”), a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the 
State of New Jersey, witnesseth : 

Whereas the Purchaser is a privately owned public utility engaged in the busi 
ness of selling electric energy to the general public, and owns and operates gen- 
erating plants and transmission and distribution systems serving cities, towns, 
and rural areas in the State of Montana; and 

Whereas the Government desires to sell and the Purchaser desires to purchase 
from the Government a part of its electric energy requirements; and 

Whereas the Government, through the Secretary of War and the Chief of 
Engineers has heretofore constructed Fort Peck project in the State of Montana, 
which project includes facilities for the generation of electric energy: and 

Whereas the Government, through the Secretary of the Interior, is construct- 
ing Hungry Horse Dam project in the State of Montana, which project includes 
facilities for the generation of electric energy : and 

Whereas the Administrator is authorized by Order No. 1994, signed by the 
Secretary of the Interior on September 26, 1944, and Order No. 2115, signed by 
the Secretary of the Interior on October 16, 1945, to dispose of electric energy 
generated at Hungry Horse Dam in accordance with the policies of the Bonneville 
Project Act, approved August 20, 1937, as amended ; and 

Whereas the Government, through the Administrator, has heretofore con- 
structed, and now operates and maintains, a transmission grid system in the 
States of Washington and Oregon interconnecting the Columbia Basin project 
and the Bonneville Dam project, and has heretofore constructed, and now main- 
tains in the State of Montana, transmission facilities extending from Hungry 
Horse Dam to Kerr Dam in the State of Montana now being operated by the 
Purchaser ; and 

Whereas the Government, through the Administrator, expects to construct 
transmission facilities extending from Hungry Horse Dam to Hot Springs 
and thence to Anaconda, Montana, and to connect such transmission facilities 
with the transmission grid system above mentioned by constructing transmission 
facilities extending from Hot Spring to a point of connection with said trans- 
mission grid system at Spokane, Washington; and 

Whereas the Administrator expects to be able to supply at Anaconda, after 
said Hungry Horse Dam and said transmission facilities mentioned in the preced- 
ing paragraph are constructed, a part of the Purchaser's electric energy require- 
ments ; and 

Whereas the parties hereto are executing simultaneously with the execution 
of this contract transfer agreements providing for the delivery of electric energy 
to Missoula Electric Cooperative, Inc., Ravalli Electric Cooperative, Inc., and 
Northern Lights, Inc., for the account of the Government, and to the Government 
for transmission to Lincoln Electric Cooperative, Inc. ; and 

Whereas the Purchaser is negotiating contracts to deliver electric energy to 
various rural electrificatton, irrigation, and construction customers east of the 
Continental Divide for the account of the Bureau of Reclamation; and 

Whereas the parties hereto wish to make provision for emergency and break- 
down relief and the exchange of unused excess power ; and 

Whereas the Administrator is authorized by said Bonneville Project Act and 
said Order No. 2115 to enter into contracts with the owners of power systems 
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for the mutual exchange of unused excess power upon suitable exchange terms 
for the purpose of economical operation or of providing emergency or breakdown 
relief; and 

Whereas the Administrator expects to have unused excess power available 
for disposition prior to the time when construction of said Hungry Horse Dam 
and the transmission facilities therefrom to Anaconda is completed; and 

Whereas the electric systems of the Purchaser and the Washington Water 
Power Company (hereinafter called “Water Power”) are connected at a point 
in the vicinity of Burke, Idaho, and the electric systems of the Government and 
Water Power are connected at several points in the State of Washington ; 

Now, therefore, the parties hereto, subject to all the provisions of said Bonne- 
ville Project Act, as amended, and said Order No. 2115, mutually covenant and 
agree as follows: 

1. Term of contract.—Except as it is otherwise hereinafter provided, each of 
the provisions of this contract shall be effective for the term commencing at the 
time of its approval by the Secretary of the Interior pursuant to section 19 hereof 
and ending at 12 p. m. on the date of the expiration of five (5) vears from the 
time of initial delivery at the Anaconda point of delivery stated in subsection 
(a) of section 9 hereof. 

2. Sale of power and amount sold.—Except as it is otherwise provided herein, 
and subject to the provisions hereinafter stated, the Government shall make 
available to the Purchaser at the Anaconda point of delivery defined in section 
7 hereof during the period stated in subsection (a) of section 9 hereof, and the 
Purchaser shall purchase from the Government during such period, firm power 
in the amount of the Purchaser's contract demand, as defined in section 2.1 of 
Exhibit B attached hereto. The Purchaser's contract demand during such period 
shall be 25,000 kilowatts until 12 p. m. on June 30, 1953, and 50,000 kilowatts 
thereafter. The Administrator hereby restricts delivery of firm power to the 
Purchaser while each contract demand is in effect to the amount of such contract 
demand, and such amount shall constitute the Purchaser’s restricted demand, 
mentioned in said se@ion 2.1 of said Exhibit B, for each month in such period 
while such contract demand is in effect. 

During any month in such period, the Government shall not be obligated to 
deliver an amount of electric energy in excess of the product obtained by multi- 
plying together the contract demand then in effect, the number of hours in such 
month, and the load factor hereinafter mentioned. If, during such month, the 
Purchaser takes delivery of an amount of electric energy which is in excess of 
the amount stated in the preceding sentence, the excess shall be deemed to 
be excess hydro-generated energy delivered by the Government pursuant to 
section 3 hereof. 

The load factor hereinabove mentioned shall be the quotient obtained by divid- 
ing by six the sum of the Company's monthly system load factors for the imme- 
diately preceding six months. In determining such monthly system load factors 
there shall not be taken into account the deliveries by the Purchaser to an electric 
system which is not dependent on the Purchaser for the major part of its supply 
of electric energy. 

3. Exchange of excess energy.—(a) At the request of either party, the other 
party will make available on the terms stated herein, such excess hydro-generated 
energy or excess fuel-generated energy as the supplier determines, when such 
request is made, that it has available or can obtain for delivery to the party 
making the request. 

(b) Neither party, by this contract, assures the other that it has, or will have 
available, or can obtain at any time, any excess hydro-generated or excess fuel- 
generated energy for delivery to such other party, and the determination made 
by the supplier, provided for in subsection (a) of this section, of the amount, 
if any, of such energy which it will supply to the other party, shall be final 
and conclusive as to both parties. 

4. Emergency and breakdown relief.—(a) If a breakdown of, or emergency on, 
the system of either party occurs, the other party will make available while 
such breakdown or emergency exists all or such part of the electric energy 
required for such system as the supplier determines it can supply, Consistently 
with its obligations to its other customers, and the determination so made by 
the supplier shall be final and conclusive as to both parties. 

(b) If either party supplies electric energy to the other party pursuant to 
the provisions of subsection (a) of this section and requests replacement thereof, 
the other party shall make an equivalent amount of electric energy available to 
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such supplier at such times as may be agreed upon by the dispatchers of the 
parties hereto. 

(c) The provisions of this section are for the benefit of the parties only and 
may not be invoked by any other party to a contract with the Purchaser, or with 
the Government, acting by and through the Administrator. 

5. Payment for power sold.—The Purchaser shall pay the Administrator for 
the amounts of firm power made available hereunder at the rate specified in 
Bonneville Wholesale Power Rate Schedule C-—4 and in accordance with the 
terms thereof and the General Rate Schedule Provisions. Such Schedule and 
Provisions, copies of which are attached hereto as Exhibits A and B, respectively, 
to the extent only that they are applicable to this contract, are hereby made a 
part of this contract. In determining the Purchaser’s billing demand for any 
month in the term hereof, the Purchaser’s restricted demand mentioned in sec- 
tion 2 hereof shall be substituted, in accordance with section 2.1 of Exhibit B 
attached hereto, for the computed demand of the Purchaser for such month and 
for the highest measured or computed demand of the Purchaser during the pre- 
ceding eleven months. 

6. Exchange energy account and settlement.—(a) An exchange energy account 
will be maintained by the Administrator and he will record therein the credits to 
be made to the Government and the Purchaser under any contract or agreement 
executed by the Administrator and the Purchaser. 

(b) If either party delivers excess hydro-generated energy to the other party 
pursuant to the provisions of section 3 hereof, the supplier will receive a credit in 
such exchange energy account of one kilowatt-hour for each kilowatt-hour of 
hydro-generated energy so delivered to the other party. If either party delivers 
excess fuel-generated energy to the other party pursuant to the provisions of sec- 
tion 3 hereof, the supplier will receive a credit in such exchange energy account 
of the number of kilowatt-hours computed by multiplying the number of kilo- 
watt-hours of such fuel-generated energy so delivered by the price per kilowatt- 
hour agreed upon by the parties prior to delivery thereof, and dividing the pro- 
duct so obtained by the rate specified in Bonneville Wholesale Energy Rate 
Schedule H-8, which is attached hereto as Exhibit D, and is hereby made a part 
hereof. 

Except as it is otherwise provided in section 2 hereof, neither party shall be 
entitled to any credit in such exchange energy account for excess energy delivered 
to the other party unless such energy was delivered in accordance with a prior 
agreement of the respective dispatchers in responsible charge of the systems of 
the parties hereto, and logged and recorded as such by the proper operators for 
such parties. 

(c) If either party delivers hydro-generated energy to the other party pursuant 
to the provisions of section 4 hereof, the supplier shall receive a credit in such 
exchange energy account of one kilowatt-hour for each kilowatt-hour of energy so 
delivered to the other party. If either party delivers fuel-generated energy to the 
other party pursuant to the provisions of said section 4 hereof, the supplier shall 
receive a credit in such exchange energy account of the number of kilowatt-hours 
computed by multiplying the number of kilowatt-hours of such fuel-generated 
energy so delivered by the price per kilowatt-hour, and dividing the product so 
obtained by the rate specified in Exhibit D. The supplier shall furnish a state- 
ment to the other party showing such price of such fuel-generated energy so 
delivered. If such other party is unwilling to agree that the price shown in such 
statement is reasonable, and a reasonable price is not thereafter agreed upon 
by the parties, the matter will be settled by arbitration as provided in section 32 
of Exhibit C attached hereto. 

(d) The net balance in such exchange energy account shall be settled at the 
end of each contract year, and the party against whom the net balance in such 
account exists shall pay the other party at its office within thirty (30) days after 
receipt of a bill therefor, for the net balance of kilowatt-hours at the rate speci 
fied in Exhibit D: Provided, however, That such net balance may be carried 
forward in such account for the succeeding contract vear or to a similar account 
established by another contract executed by the parties hereto, at the option of 
the party in whose favor the balance exists. 

(e) If a change in the rate or the terms specified in the rate schedule attached 
hereto as said Exhibit D is effected by an amendment of such schedule or the 
adoption of a new rate schedule superseding said rate schedule in accordance 
with sections 6 and 7 of said Bonneville Project Act, as amended, the Administra- 
tor will, within thirty (80) days thereafter, give written notice thereof to the 
Purchaser. If the Purchaser within thirty (30) days after receipt of such notice 
makes written request therefor, the amended or new schedule containing such 
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change will be automatically substituted for the rate schedule attached as said 
Exhibit D. Such substitution will be made effective as of the date such change 
was effected by substituting for the balance shown in the exchange energy ac- 
count on such date an amount computed by multiplying such balance by the rate 
specified in said Exhibit D, and dividing the product so obtained by the substi- 
tuted rate. 

7. Points of delivery.—Electric energy will be made available as herein pro- 
vided. 

(a) at the 110-kv. bus in the Government’s Anaconda substation to be here 
after constructed (which point is hereby defined as “the Anaconda point of 
delivery”) ; and 

(b) by transfer over the facilities of Water Power at the point in the Burke 
switching station located in the vicinity of Burke, Idaho, where the 110-kv. facili- 
ties of the Purchaser and Water Power are connected (which point is hereby 
defined as “the Burke point of delivery’). 

8. Character of service—Electric energy made available hereunder at each 
point of delivery shall be in the form of three-phase current alternating at a 
frequency of approximately 60 cycles per second, and deliveries thereof at each 
of such points will be made at approximately 110 kv. 

9. Time of delivery.—Electric energy will be made available as herein pro- 
vided: 

(a) at the Anaconda point of delivery, commencing at the time when construc- 
tion of the facilities described in subsection (a) of section 16 hereof is completed 
and the first generator installed at Hungry Horse Dam is placed in regular opera- 
tion, and, except as it is otherwise provided herein, at all times thereafter during 
the term hereof: Provided, however, That if the Purchaser fails to make the 
reduction in its resale rates mentioned in section 15 hereof, such time of initial 
delivery may be delayed until such reduction is made; and 

(b) at the Burke point of delivery, commencing at the time this contract takes 
effect. 

10. Measurement of power flowing to Purchaser.—(a) The amount of electric 
energy and of reactive power flowing to the Purchaser, and of the Purchaser's 
thirty-minute integrated demands for such electric energy, at the Anaconda 
point of delivery shall be the amounts thereof determined from measurements 
made by the Government’s watt-hour, var-hour, and recording demand meters, 
respectively, installed in the Government’s Anaconda substation so as to record 
the flow of such electric energy and reactive power in the 110-ky. circuit over 
which delivery thereof is made to the Purchaser: Provided, however, That such 
meters may be installed at such other point as may be agreed upon by the parties 
hereto, and the amounts as aforesaid shall be adjusted for losses if required by 
using such factors as are agreed upon by the parties hereto prior to the time of 
initial delivery hereunder. 

(b) The amount of electric energy flowing to the Purchaser at the Burke point 
of delivery shall be the amount thereof determined from measurements made by 
Water Power's watt-hour meter installed at the Burke switching station so as 
to record the flow of such electric energy in the 110-ky. circuits over which delivery 
thereof is made to the Purchaser. 

11. Measurement of power flowing to Government.—The amounts of electric 
energy and of reactive power flowing to the Government, and of the Government’s 
thirty-minute integrated demands for such electric energy, at the Anaconda point 
of delivery, shall be the amounts thereof determined from measurements made 
by the Government’s watt-hour, var-hour, and recording demand meters, respec- 
tively, installed in the Government’s Anaconda substation so as to record the flow 
of such electric energy and reactive power in the Purchaser’s 110 kv. circuit over 
which such delivery is made: Provided, however, that such meters may be in- 
stalled at such other point as may be agreed upon by the parties hereto and the 
amounts as aforesaid shall be adjusted for losses if required by using such factors 
as are agreed upon by the parties hereto prior to the time of initial delivery here- 
under. 

12. Scheduling arrangements.—-(a) The Government’s dispatcher will schedule, 
separately, for delivery to the Purchaser during each hour— 

(1) under the firm power provisions of this contract, the full amount of 
electric energy requested for such hour by the Purchasers’ dispatcher if not 
more than the then effective contract demand. If the amount so requested 
by the Purchaser’s dispatcher exceeds the then effective contract demand the 
Government’s dispatcher will schedule the amount which he determines can 
be made available, but not less than the effective contract demand; 
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(2) under sections 3 and 4 of this contract, any electric energy requested 
for such hour by the Purchaser’s dispatcher which the Government’s dis- 
patcher determines can be made available. 

(b) Since the electric systems of the Government and the Purchaser will be 
interconnected, directly or indirectly, at more than one point, the provisions of 
the last two paragraphs of section 2.2 of Exhibit B attached hereto will apply to 
the above-mentioned scheduling arrangements. The amounts of excess and emer- 
gency energy delivered hereunder shall be determined in a similar manner. 

(ec) The Purchaser shall arrange its operations so that for each hour the total 
amount of electric energy actually flowing to or from the Purchaser shall be as 
nearly equal to the amounts scheduled as is reasonably practicable. 

13. Power factor.—lIt is expected that the delivery of electric énergy hereunder 
will be at an average monthly power factor of not less than 0.95 lagging, and the 
parties hereto will mutually endeavor to operate their respective systems to 
accomplish this end. 

14. General provisions.—The General Contract Provisions (GCP Form POU-7), 
attached hereto as Exhibit C, are hereby made a part of this contract. 

15. Resale rates and termination of contract—Not later than the time of 
initial delivery hereunder at the Anaconda point of delivery the Purchaser shall 
make reduction in its rates and charges in the amount agreed upon by the 
parties hereto and the Public Service Commission of the State of Montana to 


such rural and domestic consumers as shall be ordered by said Commission, 


If a reduction in rates is not made in accordance with the preceding para 
graph, the Administrator may delay the time of initial delivery hereunder as 
provided in section 9 hereof, or may, irrespective of any such delay in the time 
of initial delivery, terminate this contract and all the rights and obligations of 
the parties hereunder by giving written notice of such termination to the 


Purchaser. 

The Purchaser shal! deliver to the Administrator schedules of all its rates 
and charges for electrie service now in effect and such alterations and changes 
therein as may become effective, and the Administrator shall keep them on file 
in his office. 

16. Construction of facilities —(a) The Government will construct a trans- 
mission line extending from Hungry Horse Dam to a point in the vicinity of 
Anaconda, Montana, a 250-kv. substation including a terminal structure at such 
point, and upon completion of the construction provided for in subsection (b) 
of this section will connect the facilities of the Purchaser at such point with 
the facilities af the Government. The Government will furnish at its expense all 
labor, easements, and permits and all materials, supplies, equipment, and prop 
erty except the jumpers mentioned in said subsection (b) required for such 
construction and connection, 

(b) The Purchaser will construct such 110-kv. facilities extending from its 
system to the Government’s Anaconda substation as are required to enable it 
to take delivery of electric energy hereunder, will attach such facilities to 
said terminal structure at such substation, and will furnish at its expense all 
labor, easements, and permits, and all materials, supplies, equipment, and 
property including fixtures and insulators required for such construction and 
attachment, The Purchaser will also furnish the jumpers required for the 
connection mentioned in subsection (a) of this section. 

17. Negotiations.—It is the intention of the parties that this contract continue 
beyond the five-year term commencing with the time of initial delivery at the 
Anaconda point of delivery by successive extensions of one year each on the 
basis of an annual review and agreement on matters requiring periodic adjust- 
ment, starting three years before the expiration of the initial term of this contract. 
Accordingly, in the six months’ period immediately prior to the expiration of 
two (2) years after the time of initial delivery at the Anaconda point of delivery 
hereunder, and within the corresponding six months’ period in each year in the 
term here of as the same may be extended, the parties hereto will negotiate in 
good faith regarding any modification of the terms hereof, any modification of 
the terms of the transfer agreements hereinabove mentioned, particularly for 
the purpose of assuring adequate service for the Government's customers, and 
also additional transfer agreements, if any. 

The period of three (3) years is intended to allow the time necessary for the 
Purchaser to obtain other sources of electric energy if in any year agreement 
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cannot be reached on the terms of an extension. To the extent that it is imprac- 
ticable for the Purchaser to obtain an equivalent amount of electric energy from 
other sources as a result of delays in obtaining any required governmental 
approvals or other similar causes, beyond the control of the Purchaser, termina- 
tion of this contract, or any extension thereof, will be delayed beyond the date 
of expiration, but in no event more than two years, except by consent of the 
parties hereto. 

18. Joint study.—The engineers of the parties hereto will collaborate in a joint 
study to determine the facilities required to assure the most efficient mutual 
operations. 

19. Approval of contract.—This contract shall not be effective until and unless 
it is approved by the Secretary of the Interior. If so approved, it will take effect 
at the time stated in section 1 hereof. 

In witness whereof, the parties hereto have executed this agreement in several 
counterparts, 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

[SEAL] By Pau J. RAVER, 

Bonneville Power Administrator. 
THE MONTANA POWER COMPANY, 
[SEAL] By F. W. Biro. 


Attest: 
Db. J. MoCraia. 


{Authenticated copy] 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, 
Portland, Oreg., March 22, 1950. 
Memorandum re contract No. Ibp—6745. 
To: Secretary of the Interior. 
Through: Division of Power. 
From: Administrator, Bonneville Power Administration. 
Subject: Contract with Montana Power Co. 

I met with Mr. Bird, president of the Montana Power Co. in my office on March 
18, 1950, at which meeting the power sales cofitract (draft of January 9, 1950) 
with the Montana Power Co. was signed by Mr. Bird and myself. Execution 
of the contract was authorized by you on March 15 by your endorsement to my 
memorandum of January 12, 1950. 

The contract as executed (a copy of which is attached is identical with the draft 
of January 9, 1950, which you approved for execution except that in the third 
line at the top of page 5, the name of the cooperative, “Northern Idaho Rural 
Electric Rehabilitation Association, Inc.” was changed to “Northern Lights, Inc.” 
We were notified of the change in the name of the cooperative subsequent to 
preparation of the January 9, 1950, draft of the power sales contract. 

At the same meeting, the agreements with the Montana Power Co. for trans- 
fer of power to the Missoula Electric Cooperative, Inc., Northern Lights, Inc., 
Ravalli County Electric Cooperative, Inc., and Lincoln Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
were executed. Each of these transfer agreements will become effective, and 
delivery of Bonneville power to the cooperatives by transfer (except to the 
Lincoln Electric Cooperative which is not ready for service), will commence 10 
days after the power contract is approved by you. While these agreements do 
not require your approval under established procedures, a copy of each is at- 
tached for your information. 

The power sales contract provides in section 19 that it shall not become effec- 
tive until and unless’ it is approved by the Secretary of the Interior. I recom- 
mend that the contract now be approved formally by you. 

PavUL J. RAVER, 
{\dministrator. 
I concur March 27, 1950: 
WALTON SEYMOUR, 
Director, Division of Power. 
Approved March 28, 1950: 
Mastin G. WHITE, 
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE IN- 
TERIOR—TRANSMISSION SYSTEM FIRM POWER—WHOLESALE POWER RATE SCHED- 
ULE C—4 (EFFECTIVE MARCH 1, 1946) 


AVAILABILITY 


This schedule applies to transmission system firm power delivered by the 
Administrator under appropriate contracts. 


RATE 


Power sold under this schedule shall be at the rate of seventeen and one-half 
dollars ($17.50) net per year per kilowatt of billing demand. 


MINIMUM CHARGE 


The net minimum monthly charge for service under this schedule shall be 
one-twelfth (1/12th) of seventeen and one-half dollars ($17.50) per kilowatt of 
contract demand. 

BILLING DEMAND 


The billing demand shall be the highest of the following demands: 

(1) the contract demand; 

(2) the measured demand for the month, adjusted for power factor ; 

(3) the computed demand for the month (Nore.—Applies only when part of the 
load is supplied from other sources; see section 2.3 of General Rate 
Schedule Provisions) ; 

(4) the highest measured or computed demand during the preceding eleven 
months, before adjustment for power factor. 


POWER FACTOR ADJUSTMENT 


If the average power factor at which power is delivered to the purchaser during 
the billing period is .85 or more, no adjustment will be made in the registered 
kilowatt demand. If such average power factor is less than $85, then the regis- 
tered kilowatt demand shall be adjusted by multiplying by .85 and dividing the 
result by the average power factor. This adjustment may be waived in whole 
or in part to the extent that the Administrator determines that a power factor of 
less than .85 would in any particular case be advantageous to the Government. 
Unless specifically otherwise agreed, the Administrator shall not be obligated to 
deliver power to the purchaser at any time at a power factor below .75. The 
formula for determining average power factor is as follows: 


Kilowatt-hours 
Average Power Factor=— — — 
V (Kilowatt-hours )*+ (Reactive kilovolt-ampere-hours )* 


In applying the above formula the meter for measurement of reactive kilovelt- 
ampere-hours will be ratcheted to prevent reverse registration, 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sales of power under this schedule shall be subject to the provisions of the 
Bonneville Act and the General Rate Schedule Provisions effective April 1, 
194s. 

This schedule cancels Wholesale Power Rate Schedule C-3 except where such 
schedule is incorporated in existing contracts, 

PauL J. RAVER, 
Bonneville Power Administrator. 


Exhisit B 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE- 
210R-—GENERAL RATE SCHEDULES PROVISIONS (ErrectiveE Aprit 1, 1948) 


1.1 Firm power.—Firm power is power which is always available except when 
operation of the facilities used by the Government to serve the Purchaser is 
suspended, interrupted, interfered with, or curtailed due to uncontrollable forces 
as defined herein, or because of necessary maintenance. 
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2.1 Contract demand.—The contract demand shall be the amount of power that 
the Administrator agrees to have available for delivery to the purchaser under 
the conditions stated in the rate schedule. The delivery of power in excess of 
contract demand shall in no event obligate the Administrator to continue to 
deliver power in excess of the contract demand. If at any time the Administrator 
notifies the purchaser that future delivery of power will be restricted, or restricts 
power delivery to a specific amount which he determines can be made available 
(not including temporary restrictions made necessary by emergency conditions), 
then, in determining subsequent bills such restricted demand shall be substituted 
for any higher ratcheted demand or current computed demand which would 
otherwise be applicable. This provision shall not be deemed to give the Admin- 
istrator the right to restrict deliveries below contract demand. 

2.2 Measured demand.—Measured demand shall be the purchaser’s maximum 
30-minute registered demand (or estimated demand where metering data are 
not available) as of the point of delivery during any billing period, exclusive 
of any authorized takings of dump or secondary energy and of any abnormal 
nonrecurring demands due to emergency conditions or causes reasonably beyond 
the purchaser's control; provided, however, if the maximum amount of firm 
power requested by the purchaser's dispatcher and scheduled for delivery by 
the Administrator during any 30-minute period in the billing period exceeds 
the maximum registered demand in any such 30-minute period, then such maxi- 
mum amount of scheduled power shall be the measured demand during such 
billing period. 

If service is rendered to a purchaser at more than one point of delivery, the 
measured demand shall be determined separately for each point of delivery 
subject to the provisions of section 5.1 hereof. 

In cases where power deliveries by the Administrator involve conditions under 
which the flow of power at the point or points of delivery cannot be adequately 
controlled by reason of interconnection with other systems which are in turn 
interconnected, directly, or indirectly, with the Administrator’s system, the 
measured demands will be determined for all delivery points combined on the 
basis of hourly schedules as mutually agreed upon between the respective dis- 
patchers covering all points of delivery. 

The dispatchers shall hold deviations from schedule to a minimum and shall 
correct therefor as promptly as possible under conditions approximately equiv- 
alent to the conditions under which the deviation occurred, 

2.3 Computed demand—The computed demand shall be the largest difference 
during the billing period between the purchaser’s 30-minute system load and 
the load which could have been carried by the purchaser’s generating capacity 
(including assured capacity purchased or leased from others), assuming (@) 
normal and reasonable utilization, with reference to current load requirements, 
of the capacity and energy which would have been available based upon the 
most adverse water conditions of reeord (or estimated, if adequate records 
are not available covering a period of twenty years or more) for any period of 
twelve consecutive months and the most adverse fuel conditions reasonably to 
be anticipated, and (b) maintenance of reserve generating capacity sufficient to 
protect adequately the load which could have been carried by the purchaser's 
generating capacity. The Administrator will publish an interpretation of the 
methods and factors to be used in the determination of the computed demand 
under this provision. Each contract in which computed demand may be a 
factor in determining the billing demand shall incorporate a provision with 
respect to the principles and procedures to be followed in the calculations of 
computed demand, and shall also have attached to it as an exhibit a calcula- 
tion of the compnited demand of the purchaser for the period having the high- 
est computed demand during the twelve months immediately preceding the 
effective date of the contract. 

3.1 Cooperative—The term Cooperative means any form of non-profit-mak- 
ing organization of citizens supplying, or which may be created to supply, mem- 
bers with any kind of goods, commodities, or services, as nearly as possible 
at cost. 

3.2 Public body.—The term “Public Body” means any state, public power dis- 
trict, county, or municipality, including agencies or subdivisions of any thereof. 

3.3. Administrator.—The term “Administrator” means the Bonneville Power 
Administrator or such other department, agency, or official authorized by law 
to perform functions now performed by the Administrator, or any of their 
authorized agents. 
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4.1 Character of service —Power and energy supplied hereunder shall be three- 
phase alternating current at approximately 60 cycles per second, or such other 
type of service as may be available. 

5.1 Point of delivery and delivery voltage-——Power and energy shall be 
delivered to each purchaser at such point or points and such voltage or voltages 
as are agreed upon by the Administrator and the purchaser. If service is ren- 
dered to a purchaser at more than one point of delivery, the amount of the charge 
for each power delivery shall be computed separately under the applicable rate 
schedule unless otherwise specifically provided in the contract in cases where (a) 
delivery at more than one point is advantageous to the Government, or (b) 
the flow of power at the several points of delivery is reasonably beyond the 
control of the purchaser. Delivery at more than one voltage shall constitute 
delivery at more than one point, 

6.1 Application of rates during initial operating period.—In order to promote 
the development of new industries, the Administrator, for an initial operating 
period beginning with the commencement of operation of a new plant or major 
addition to an existing plant, and extending for such period as may be reason- 
ably required by the character of the operation but not to exceed three months, 
may agree («@) to establish the billing demand for service to such new plant or 
major addition on a daily basis, or (b) if such new plant or major addition is 
served by a public body or cooperative purchasing power therefor from the 
Administrator, to establish that portion of such public body’s or cooperative’s 
billing demand which results from service to such new plant or major addition 
on a daily basis. The initial operating period may, with approval of the Federal 
Power Commission, be extended beyond the initial three months’ period for such 
additional time as the character of operations may reasonably require. During 
such initial operating period such rate schedule provisions regarding contract 
demand, billing demand, and minimum monthly charge as are inconsistent with 
this section will be inoperative. 

7.1 Energy used for experimental purposes.—In order to promote experi- 
mentation in new processing methods and in the development of new types of 
load within the market area of the project, the Administrator, for such time as 
may reasonably be required by the character of the experimentation, but not to 
exceed six months unless approval of the Federal Power Commission is first 
obtained, may sell the energy used solely for such experimentation in accordance 
with Wholesale Energy Rate Schedule H-3. 

8.1 Hnergy supplied for emergency and breakdown use—A purchaser taking 
firm power shall pay in accordance with Wholesale Energy Rate Schedule H-3 
for any energy which has been supplied (a) for an emergency or breakdown 
use, or (6) following an emergency or breakdown, to be used to replace energy 
secured from sources other than the Government during such emergency or 
breakdown. 

9.1 Billing.—Bills for power shall be rendered monthly and shall be payable 
at the office of the Administrator. In the event that the billing is for a fraction 
of a month the Administrator shall make an appropriate adjustment of the 
charges against the purchaser for such period. Failure to receive a bill shall 
not release the purchaser from liability for payment. If payment in full is not 
made on or before the close of business of the thirtieth day after the date of 
the bill, a delayed payment charge of two percent (2%) of the unpaid anrount 
of the bill will be made except in the case of bills rendered under contracts 
with other agencies of the United States. 

The Administrator may, whenever a power bill or a portion thereof remains 
unpaid subsequent to the thirtieth day after the date of the bill, and after giving 
thirty days advance notice in writing, cancel the contract for service to the pur- 
chaser, but such cancellation shall not affect the purchaser's liability for any 
charges accrued prior thereto. 

Remittances received by mail will be accepted without assessment of the two 
per cent (2%) delayed payment charge provided the postmark indicates the 
payment was mailed on or before the thirtieth day after the date of the bill. If 
the thirtieth day after the date of the bill is a Sunday or a holiday, the next 
following business day shall be the last day on which payment may be made 
Without the addition of the delayed payment charge. 

10.1 Change from one rate schedule to another—When a purchaser changes 
from one rate schedule to another rate schedule the demands established under 
the superseded rate schedule shall be considered in computing bills under the 
newly elected rate schedule, in the same manner as if they had been established 
under the newly elected rate schedule. 
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11.1 Approval of rates.—Schedules of rates and charges for electric energy 
produced at the Bonneville Project and sold to purchasers shall become effective 
only after confirmation and approval by the Federal Power Commission. Such 
rate schedules may be modified from time to time by the Administrator subject 
to confirmation and approval by the Federal Power Commission. 

12.1 Average power factor.—The formula for determining average power 
factor is as follows: 


Kilowatt-hours 


Average Power Factor= 
¥ (Kilowatt-hours )°+- (Reactive kilovolt-ampere hours)? 


In applying the above formula the meter for measurement of reactive kilovolt- 
ampere-hours will be ratcheted to prevent reverse registration. 

13.1 Uncontrollable forces.—The term “Uncontrollable Forces” means (@) 
strikes affecting the operation of the purchaser’s works or system or other 
physical facilities upon which such operation is completely dependent, or of 
physical facilities used hy the Government to serve the purchaser, or (b) 
failure, damage, or destruction of such works, system, or facilities from causes 
reasonably beyond the control of the party having jurisdiction thereof, which 
by the exercise of reasonable diligence such party could not reasonably have 
been expected to avoid. Each party shall notify the other immediately of any 
defect, trouble, or accident which may in any way affect the delivery of power 
by the Government to the purchaser. In the event the operations of either 
party are suspended, interrupted, interfered with, or curtailed due to uncon- 
trollable forces, such party shall exercise due diligence to reinstate such opera- 
tions with all reasonable dispatch. 

13.2. Reduction in charges on account of interruptions.—If operation of the 
customer’s works or system or other physical facilities upon which such opera- 
tion is completely dependent or if operation of physical facilities used by the 
Government to serve the purchaser is suspended, interrupted, interfered with, 
or curtailed due to uncontrollable forces, as defined herein, or because of neces- 
sary maintenance, the charges for power shall be appropriately reduced. 

14.1 Determination of estimated billing data.—In cases where amounts of 
power and energy purchased must be estimated from information on use of 
power by ultimate consumers, the Administrator shall review the data on con- 
sumer use of power submitted by the purchaser, and if any changes are deemed 
necessary, Will advise the purchaser of the changes proposed. In the event that 
agreement cannot be reached as to the estimated billing demand, energy pur- 
chased, or power factor, a binding determination shall be made by a committee 
composed of one member appointed by the Administrator, one member appointed 
by the purchaser, and, if necessary, one member selected by the two members 
so appointed who shall have no direct interest. 


SECTION 15.1 OF GENERAL RATE SCHEDULE PROVISIONS (EFFECTIVE AUGUST 2, 1949) 


15.1 Sale of interruptible power.—The wholesale power rate schedules ap- 
plicable to the sales of firm power by the Administrator shall also apply to sales 
of interruptible power, except that contract demand and computed demand 
shall not be considered in the determination of the billing demand. Interruptible 
power is power which the Administrator, by contract, may curtail upon reason- 
able notice, and which is sold in lieu of firm power because of inadequate firm- 
power supply. During any time in which the Administrator curtails deliveries 
pursuant to such contracts ¢ 

(1) the monthly rates per kilowatt and the energy blocks stated in 
the schedules shall be prorated to each portion of the billing period during 
which the same restrictions were continuously in effect, on the basis of the 
ratio of the time in‘each such portion of the billing period to the total time 
in the billing period, and 

(2) the billing demand for interruptible power for each such portion of 
the billing period shall be the highest 30-minute registered demand, ad- 
justed for the average power factor for the entire billing period, less the 
billing demand for firm power during such portion of the billing period, if 
any. 
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Exurpit C 
GCP Form POU-7 (Jan. 25, 1950) (Draft Jan. 10, 1950) 


RELATING TO MEANING 


1. Interpretation —(a) The provisions in the document to which these General 
Contract Provisions are attached as an exhibit shall be deemed to be a part 
of this contract for the purpose of determining the meaning of any provision 
contained in this exhibit. If a provision in such document is in conflict with a 
provision contained in this exhibit, the former shall prevail. 

(b) Nothing contained in this contract shall, in any manner, be construed to 
abridge, limit, or deprive any party thereto of any means of enforcing any 
remedy, either at law or in equity, for the breach of any of the provisions thereof 
which it would otherwise have. 

2. Definitions.—As used in this contract: 

(a) the words “month” and “billing month” shall mean the period commencing 
at the time when the meters mentioned in this contract are read by the Admin- 
istrator and ending approximately 30 days thereafter when a subsequent reading 
of such meters is made by the Administrator : 

(>) the words “30-minute integrated demand” shall mean the number of kilo- 
watts which is equal to the product obtained by multiplying by two the number 
of kilowatt-hours delivered at any point during any clock half-hour. 

(ec) the word “transferor” shall mean a person who makes electric energy 
available to (1) the purchaser, or to another person for transmission to the 
purchaser, for the account of the Government, or (2) to the Government for 
transmission to the purchaser. 


RELATING TO COMPUTATION OF CHARGES 


3. Commencement of payments.—The obligation of the purchaser to make the 
payments provided for in the applicable rate schedule with respect to each point 
of delivery under this contract shall commence at the time of initial delivery at 
such point stated in this contract. 

4. Prior demands.—If the Government has delivered by transfer or otherwise, 
electric energy to the purchaser, at any point of delivery under this contract 
prior to the time this contract takes effect, the purchaser’s measured demands, 
and computed demands, if any, at such point, prior to such time shall be con- 
sidered for the purpose of determining the amount due from the purchaser for 
the electric energy delivered under this contract, during any month in the term 
thereof, in the same manner as if this contract had been in effect. 

5. Reports.—The purchaser will furnish the Government such information as 
is necessary for making any computation required for the purposes of this con- 
tract, and the parties will cooperate in exchanging such additional information as 
may be reasonably useful for their respective operations. 

6. WVeasurements.—Except as it is otherwise provided in section 7 of this 
exhibit each measurement of each meter mentioned in this contract shall be 
the measurement automatically recorded in writing by such meter, but if none, 
shall be the measurement of such meter as reported by the Administrator. 

7. Adjustment for inaccurate metering—If any meter mentioned in this con- 
tract fails to register, or if the measurement made by such meter during a test 
made as provided in this exhibit varies by more than two per cent (2%) from 
the measurement made by the standard meter used in such test, adjustment shall 
be made correcting all measurements made by such inaccurate meter for (1) 
the actual period during which such inaccurate measurements were made if such 
period can be determined, or (2) if not, the period immediately preceding the 
test of such meter which is equal to one-half the time from the date of the last 
proceding test of such matter: provided, however, that the period during which 
such correction is to be made shall not exceed six (6) months. Such corrected 
measurements shall be used to recompute the amounts due from the Purchaser 
for the electric energy made available under this contract during such period. 
If the total amount due from the Purchaser for such period as recomputed varies 
from the total amount due as theretofore computed, the amount of the variance 
shall be paid to the party entitled thereto within thirty (30) days after the re 
computation is made. 

8. Effect of reduction of contract demand.—tIf the Purchaser’s contract demand 
is specified herein in kilowatts and is hereafter reduced, the prior measured or 
computed demands, if any, of the Purchaser shall, for the purpose of computing 
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charges for electric energy delivered thereafter, be reduced by the amount of 
such reduction. 

9. Deliveries in excess of contract demand.—If the Purchaser's contract de- 
mand is specified in kilowatts in this contract, the delivery of electric energy to 
the Purchaser at a thirty-minute integrated demand in excess of such contract 
demand shall not result in an increase of such contract demand except to the 
extent that it is otherwise expressly provided in his contract. 

10. Reducing charges for interruptions.—If delivery of electric energy under 
this contract is interrupted or reduced at any point of delivery pursuant to sec- 
tion 17 of this exhibit, the amount, which would otherwise be due from the Pur- 
chaser for the electric energy made available at such point during the month in 
which such interruption or reduction occurs, shall be appropriately reduced. 

11. Adjustment for unbalanced phase demands.—lIf the Purchaser fails to 
make promptly the changes mentioned in section 22 of this exhibit, the Govern- 
ment may determine the registered demand of the Purchaser, at the point of de- 
livery in question during each month thereafter until such changes are made, to 
be equal to the product obtained by multiplying by three (3) the largest of the 
thirty-minute integrated demands of the Purchaser on any phase at such point 
during such month. This section shall not apply with respect to any point of 
delivery where the current required to be supplied at such point is other than 
three-phase current. 

12. Combining deliveries coincidentally.—If it is provided in this contract 
that charges for electric energy made available at two or more points of delivery 
will be made by combining deliveries at such points coincidentally : 

(a) the measured demand to be considered in determining the billing demand 
for each month shall be the largest sum obtained by adding for each thirty-minute 
period of the month the thirty-minute integrated demands of the Purchaser at all 
such points; provided, however, that the amount of any abnormal nonrecurring 
demands resulting from emergency conditions or causes reasonably beyond the 
Purchaser's control, will be eliminated therefrom ; 

(b) the number of kilowatt-hours to be used in determining the energy charge, 
if any, and the average monthly power factor at which electric energy is delivered 
at such points under this contract, during such month, shall be the sum of the 
amounts of electric energy delivered at such points under this contract during 
such month; and 

(c) the number of reactive kilovolt-ampere-hours to be used in determining 
such average monthly power factor shall be the sum of the amounts of reactive 
power delivered at such points under this contract during such month. 

13. Power factor adjustment.—Except as it is otherwise specifically provided 
in this contract, no adjustment will be made for power factor at any point of 
delivery defined in this contract while the reactive power delivered at such 
point is not measured. 

14. Determination of amount of dump and emergency eneray.—lIf this con- 
contract provides for supplying dump or emergency energy to the Purchaser, 
the authorized takings of dump and emergency energy for any thirty-minute 
period during which deliveries of electric energy by the Government to the 
Purchaser are not limited by the Administrator shall be the number of 
kilowatt-hours determined from the amount, if any, by which the integrated 
demand for the half-hour exceeds the largest of such of the following as are 
billing demand factors under the rate schedule specified in this contract: (a) 
the contract demand for the month; (b) the computed demand for the month; 
(c) the highest measured or computed demand during the preceding eleven 
months: or (d) the restricted demand, if any, for such half hour. 


RELATING TO RATES 


15. New rates.—If the Administrator at any time during the term of this con- 
tract files with the Federal Power Commission a new rate schedule which by its 
terms is available for the class and quality of service covered by this contract, 
he will within ten (10) days thereafter, give to the Purchaser written notice of 
such filing together with a copy of such rate schedule. Within thirty (30) days 
after confirmation and approval of such rate schedule by the Federal Power 
Commission, the Administrator will give written notice thereof to the Purchaser. 
At any time after such filing the Purchaser may, in writing, request the Adminis- 
trator to substitute such rate schedule for the rate schedule in effect under this 
contract. Such substitution shall be effective at the beginning of the first 
billing month following such approval, if such request is received prior to such 
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approval, but if not, such substitution shall be effective at the beginning of thy 
first billing month following that in which such request is received. 

16. Equitable adjustment of rates.—(a) As used in this section: 

(1) The words “rate adjustment date” shall mean each of the following dates: 
December 20, 1944, and December 20 of the last year of each and every five-yea: 
period thereafter : 

(2) the words “applicable rate schedule” shall mean the rate schedule or sched- 
ules under which the charges for power and energy are computed at the tiny 
referred to in the sentence or clause in which such words are used; 

(3) the words “average level of the wholesale commodity prices in the nation” 
shall mean the factor shown by the all-commodity wholesale price index pre- 
pared by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (for the time referred to 
in the sentence or clause in which such words are used), but if said Bureau here 
after ceases the preparation of such index, such words shall mean the index 
prepared by other standard authority ; and 

(4) the words “basic period” shall mean the six months’ period from July 1, 
1939, to December 31, 1939; provided, however, that if the applicable rate sched 
ule is one which has been substituted in this contract in accordance with this 
section prior to the rate adjustment date referred to in the provision in whic 
the words “basic period” are used, such “basic period” shall mean the period of 
six (6) months which ended on the date upon which such substitution was made 

(b) If the rate specified in the applicable rate schedule is, at any time during 
the term of this contract, increased either by amendment of the applicable rate 
schedule or by the adoption of a new schedule or schedules superseding such 
applicable rate schedule in aceordance with sections 6 and 7 of the Bonneville 
Project Act, and if the average level of the wholesale commodity prices in the 
nation during the six months immediately preceding any subsequent rate adjust- 
ment date, is twenty-five percent (25°) or more higher than the average level 
of such prices during the basic period, the rate schedule or schedules containing 
such increased rates shall be automatically substituted in this contract for such 
applicable rate schedule on such subsequent rate adjustment date. If the 
rate specified in the rate schedule or schedules so substituted exceeds the rate 
specified in the rate schedule or schedules incorporated in this contract at the 
time of its execution, the Purchaser may, at its option, cancel this contract 
by giving written notice to the Administrator at any time before the expiration 
of sixty (60) days after said subsequent rate adjustment date, and sueh cancella 
tion shall become effective at the expiration of thirty (30) days after such notice 
is given. 

(c) If the applicable rate schedule is one which has been substituted in aeccord- 
ance with subsection (b) of this section, and if the average level of the wholesale 
prices in the nation during the six months immediately preceding any subse- 
quent rate adjustment date has decreased to the extent that it is not more 
than fifteen percent (159%) higher than the average level of such prices during 
the basic period which was used in the application of said subsection (b) and 
which resulted in the substitution of such applicable rate schedule, the rate 
schedule or schedules replaced by such applicable rate schedule shall be rein- 
stated on such subsequent rate adjustment date. This subsection (c) shall oper- 
ate to reinstate, on such subsequent rate adjustment date, the rate schedule or 
schedules in effect hereunder prior to two or more rate increases if the average 
level of wholesale prices in the nation, during the six months immediately pre- 
ceding such subsequent rate adjustment date, is not more than fifteen percent 
(15%) higher than the average level of such prices during the six months imme- 
diately preceding the date on which such prior rate schedule or schedules became 
effective. 

(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, the rate in effect at 
the beginning of any billing period shall be used in computing charges for power 
delivered to the Purchaser during the entire billing period. 


RELATING TO DELIVERY OF POWER 


17. Continuity of service—The Government may temporarily interrupt or 
reduce deliveries of electric energy to the Purchaser if the Administrator deter- 
mines that such interruption or reduction is necessary or desirable in case of 
system emergencies, or in order to install equipment in, make repairs, replace- 
ments, investigations, and inspections of, or perform other maintenance work on, 
the Government's electric system. Except in case of emergency, and in order 
that the Purchaser’s operations will not be unreasonably interfered with, the 
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Administrator will give the Purchaser notice of any such interruption or reduc- 
tion, the reason therefor, and the probable duration thereof. 

18. Conservation of natural resources.—The Government will not be obligated 
to deliver power pursuant to this contract whenever, in the judgment of the 
Administrator, the Purchaser's plants or operations would harm or detract from 
the scenic beauties of the Columbia River Gorge, or the waste products from such 
plants or operations would harm or destroy the fish or other aquatic life or 
otherwise pollute the waters of drainage basins of the Pacific Northwest. 

19. Delivery by transfer—If it is provided in this contract that delivery to 
the Purchaser at any point of delivery will be made by transfer over the facilities 
of a transferor or transferors, the Government shall be obligated to make avail- 
able to the Purchaser at such point only such amounts of electric energy as are 
made available to the Purchaser by such transferor or transferors at such point, 
and the obligation of the Government to make electric energy available to the 
Purchaser at such point shall be in all respects subject to all provisions contained 
in the agreement or agreements executed, or to be executed, if not already in 
effect, by the Administrator and such transferor or transferors requiring such 
transfer. 

RELATING TO THE USE OF POWER 


20. Changes in demands or characteristics —The Purchaser will, whenever 
possible, give reasonable notice to the Administrator of any unusual increase or 
decrease of its demands for electric energy on the Government's system, or of 
any unusual change in the load factor or power factor at which the Purchaser will 
take delivery of electric energy under this contract. The Purchaser shall be liable 
for any damage to the Government’s system which results from any such 
increase, decrease, or change made without the Administrator’s consent. 

21. Electric disturbances.—The Purchaser will not use the energy delivered 
under this contract in such manner as to cause electric disturbances which may 
be reasonably expected to (a) cause damage to the Government's system or to 
systems connected with the Government's system, or (b) prevent the Adminis- 
trator from serving other purchasers satisfactorily. 

22. Balancing phase demands.—The Administrator may, at any time during 
the term of this contract, require the Purchaser to make such changes of its 
system as ure necessary so that the Purchaser's thirty-minute integrated demands 
on one phase at any point of delivery for any half hour shall not exceed the 
integrated demand on any other phase at such point for the same half hour by 
more than 10 percent (10%). This section shall not apply with respect to any 
point of delivery where the current required to be supplied at such point is other 
than three-phase current. 


RELATING TO FACILITIES 


23. Installation of and measurements by Government's motors.—The Admin- 
istrator May at any time install a motor of the Government to make the measure- 
ments required for any computation or determination mentioned in this contract, 
and if so installed, such measurements shall be used thereafter in such compu- 
tation or determination, 

24. Tests of motoring equipment.—Each party to this contract will, at its 
expense, test its motoring equipment mentioned in this contract at least once every 
two years, and, if requested to do so by the other party, will make additional 
tests or inspections of such metering equipment, the expense of which will be 
paid by such other party unless such additional tests or inspections show such 
metoring equipment to be inaccurate. Each party will give reasonable notice of 
ihe time when any such test or inspection is to be made to the other party who 
inay have representatives present at such test or inspection. 

25. Permits —(a) If any equipment or facilities of a party to this contract is, 
or is to be by the terms of this contract, located on the property of the other, a 
permit to install, test, maintain, inspect, replace, and repair during the term of 
this contract, and to remove at the expiration of said term, such equipment and 
facilities, together with the right of ingress to and egress from the location 
thereof at all reasonable times in such term, is hereby granted by the other party. 

(b) Each party shall have the right to read, at all reasonable times, any and 
all meters mentioned in this contract which are installed on the property of 
the other. 

26. Ownership of facilities —(a) Ownership of any and all equipment, and 
of all salvageable facHities, installed by a party to this contract on the property 
of the other, shall be and remain in such party. 
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(b) Each party shall identify all movable equipment and, to the extent agreed 
upon by the operators of the parties, all other salvageable facilities which are 
installed by such party on the property of the other, by permanently affixing 
thereto suitable tags, stencils, stamns, or other markers plainly stating the name 
of the owner of property so identified. 

27. Purchaser's facilities —The Purchaser will, at its expense, install such 
equipment as is necessary to limit the electric disturbances described in section 
21 of this exhibit. All electric facilities installed by the Purchaser and con- 
nected with the Government’s system shall conform to accepted modern practice 
and applicable State regulations, or, in the absence of applicable State regula- 
tions, to the specitications, rules, and regulations contained in the latest editions 
of, and supplements to, the National Electric Safety Code of the United States 
Bureau of Standards. 

28. Inspection of purchaser's facilities—The Government may, but shall not 
be obligated, to inspect the Purchaser's electric installation at any time, but such 
inspection, or failure to inspect, shall not render the Government, its officers, 
agents, or employees, liable or responsible for any injury, loss, damage, or acci- 
dent resulting from defects in such electric installation, or for violation of this 
contract. 

REQUIRED BY STATUTE IN CONTRACTS FOR CONSTRUCTION 


29. Fight-hour law and overtime compensation.—(a) If it is provided herein 
that the Purchaser will construct or install any facilities, no laborer or mechanic 
doing any part of the work contemplated by this contract in the employ of the 
Purchaser or any subcontractor contracting for any part of said work contem- 
plated, shall be required or permitted to work more than eight hours in any one 
calendar day upon such work, except upon the condition that compensation is 
paid to such laborer or mechanic in accordance with the provisions of this 
section. 

(b) The wages of every such laborer and mechanic so employed by the Pur- 
chaser, or any subcontractor engaged in the performance of such work, shall be 
computed on a basic day rate of eight hours per day and work in excess of eight 
hours per day is permitted only upon the condition that every such laborer and 
mechanie shall be compensated for all hours worked in excess of eight hours 
per day at not less than one and one-half times the basic rate of pay. For each 
violation of the requirement of this section a penalty of five dollars ($5) shall be 
imposed upon the Purchaser for each laborer or mechanic for every calendar 
day in which such employee is required or permitted to labor more than eight 
hours upon said work without receiving compensation computed in accordance 
with this section, and all penalties thus imposed shall be paid upon demand to 
the Government for its use and benefit: Provided however, That this stipulation 
shall be subject in all respects to the exceptions and provisions of U. S. Code, 
title 40, sections 321, 324, $323, 325a, and 326, relating to hours of labor and com- 
pensation for overtime. 

30. Convict labor.—The Purchaser shall not employ any person undergoing 
sentence of imprisonment at hard labor. 


MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


31. Adjustment for change of conditions.—If changes in conditions occur which 
substantially affect any factor, agreed upon by representatives designated by the 
parties to this contract, for use in making adjustment for losses in transmission 
or transformation, if any, such factor will be changed in a manner which will 
conform to such changes in conditions. 

32. Arbitration.—If the parties to this contract do not agree to the determina- 
tion of any question of fact hereinafter stated, a determination thereof will be 
made by a committee composed of a member appointed by the Administrator and 
a member appointed by the Purchaser. If such members are unable to agree upon 
a determination of such question they shall appoint a third member who shall 
have no direct interest in the controversy. The determination of such question 
made by the Committee, or a majority of its members, shall be binding on the 
parties. 

The questions of fact to be determined as provided in the preceding para- 
graph shall be: the correction of the measurements to be made as provided in 
section 7 of this exhibit; the amount of reduction in charges mentioned in section 
10 of this exhibit; whether the charges mentioned in section 11 of this exhibit 
were made “promptly”; whether an abnormal nonrecurring demand occurred and 
the amount and time thereof; any fact mentioned in the first sentence of section 
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20, and in sections 21 and 22 of this exhibit; whether the arrangements made by 
the Purchaser comply with section 27 of this exhibit; and whether changes in 
conditions mentioned in section 31 of this exhibit have occurred, and if so, the 
change to be made in the factor therein mentioned. 

33. Enforcement of rights for benefit of transferors.—If delivery of electric 
energy under this contract is to be made by transfer over the facilities of any 
transferor or transferors, the Government may enforce its rights under the power 
factor clause of the Bonneville Wholesale Power Rate Schedule incorporated 
in this contract, and under sections 11, 17, 20, 21, 22, 25, 26, 27, and 28 of this 
exhibit, for the benefit of such transferor or transferors, and all references to 
the Government’s system, property, or facilities in said sections shall be deemed 
to include the facilities of the transferor or transferors being used to deliver 
electric energy and reactive power to the Purchaser for the account of the Gov- 
ernment, or to the Government for transmission to the Purchaser. 

34. Assignment of contract.—This contract shall inure to the benefit of, and 
shall be binding upon the respective successors and assigns of the parties to this 
contract; provided, however, that neither such contract nor any interest therein 
shall be transferred or assigned by either party to any party other than the 
United States or an agency thereof without the written consent of the other. 

35. Waiver of default.—Any waiver at any time by any party to this contract 
of its rights with respect to any default of any other party thereto, or with 
respect to any other matter arising in connection with sych contract, shall not 
be considered a waiver with respect to any subsequent default or matter. 

36. Notices and computation of time.—Any notice required by this contract to 
he given to any party shall be effective when it is received by such party, and 
in computing any period of time from such notice, such period shall commence 
at 12 p. m. on the date of receipt of such notice. 

37. Interest of Member of Congress.—No Member or Delegate to Congress, or 
Resident Commissioner, shall be admitted to any share or part of this contract 
or to any benefit that may arise therefrom. Nothing, however, herein contained 
shall be construed to extend to such contract if made with a corporation for its 
general benefit. 


Exuisit D 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR—Dv MP ENERGY, WHOLESALE ENERGY RATE SCHEDULE H-3 (EFFEcTIVE 
Marcu 1, 1946) 

AVAILABILITY 


This schedule applies to at-site and transmission system dump energy delivered 
by the Administrator under appropriate contracts in cases in which the Adminis- 
trator determines that the purchaser normally maintains electric generating 
facilities or has firm stand-by contract or other sources of energy satisfactory to 
the Administrator sufficient to supply the purchaser’s requirements when dump 
energy is not delivered ; this schedule also applies to energy delivered for experi- 
mental purposes and for emergency and breakdown use under the conditions set 
forth in sections 7.1 and 8.1, respectively, of the General Rate Schedule Provisions 
effective March 1, 1946. 

DELIVERY 


Delivery of pump energy is not assured. The Administrator shall be the sole 
judge of whether and when dump energy will be delivered, and, if delivered, the 
amount thereof. 

In the event that the dump energy to be delivered is insufficient to supply the 
requirements of all purchasers thereof, the Administrator shall, in his sole 
discretion, designate the purchasers to whom such dump energy shall be delivered 
and the amount thereof to be delievered to each such purchaser. 


RATE 


Energy shall be sold under this schedule at two and one-half (2.5) mills net per 
kilowatt-hour delivered. 
MINIMUM CHARGE 


If it is necessary for the Government to install extra equipment or extra 
capacity for the purpose of delivering energy under this schedule, the contract 
for the sale thereof shall provide a minimum charge sufficient, in the judgment 
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of the Administrator, to protect the Government from loss due to the installation 
of such extra equipment or extra capacity. 


GENERAL PROVISIONS 


Sales of power under this schedule shall be subject to the provisions of the 
Bonneville Act and the General Rate Schedule Provisions effective March 1, 
146. 

This schedule cancels Wholesale Energy Rate Schedule H—2 except where such 
schedule is incorporated in existing contracts. 

PAuL J. RAven, 
Bonneville Power Administrator. 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE L. WHITE, ASSISTANT TO THE CHIEF ENGINEER, BONNEVILLE 
POWER ADMINISTRATION 


TRANSMISSION SYSTEM 


Previous statements in this presentation have developed the fact that the total 
contribution of Hells Canyon generating plant to the prime capability of the 
Government’s system Will be 1,124,000 kilowatts, based on the incremental method 
of analysis, and 1,430,500 kilowatts based on the allocation method, Six hundred 
eighty-eight thousand kilowatts, or approximately one-half of these totals, will 
be the average generation at Hells Canyon alone during the storage draw-down 
period in a minimum-water year, with the remainder derived from other Federal 
plants benefiting from storage releases and integrated operation with Hells 
Canyon, These capabilities are basic considerations in the design of the trans 
mission system needed to carry the maximum output of Hells Canyon and of 
each of the other plans benefiting from over-all integration with Hells Canyon 
power and storage facilities. 

Several other factors combine with the above considerations to define the extent 
and character of the transmission system. Of prime importance is the installed 
capacity of Hells Canyon generating plant, 800,000 kilowatts. This amount 
will be needed to assure sufficient capacity for realizing the plant’s minimum- 
year average capability and to permit the most efficient operation of the plant 
and reservoir as units of an integrated Federal system. Similar considerations 
govern the generating capacity to be added at other Federal plants whose capa- 
bilities are increased by integration with Hells Canyon power and storage facil- 
ities. Other controlling factors are (1) the location, size, and operating char- 
acteristics of the power loads to be supplied by Hells Canyon in southern Idaho, 
(2) the energy requirements of the remainder of the system as related to the 
remainder of Hells Canyon’s capabilities, (3) the amounts of energy necessary 
to firm up Hells Canyon fieneration during its reservoir-filling period, and (4) 
the location and extent of power loads supplied by the added generation in other 
Federal generating stations. 

The foregoing influences, and their interrelationships determine the features 
and costs of the additional transmission facilities, which we expect to construct, 
under presently existing law and uppropriations are made available for them, in 
order to achieve maximum economies and benefits from Hells Canyon. Consider- 
ing power deliveries in southern Idaho alone and the characteristics of the pro- 
posed phosphate loads in that area it is estimated that Hells Canyon power can 
be delivered to customers at transmission costs no greater than the average costs 
of the Administration’s transmission system required as part of the total inte- 
grated power system based on the Army-Interior plan of comprehensive develop- 
ment, It is estimated also that the costs of integrating Helis Canyon with the 
remainder of the system will be within the system average due to the moderate 
length of lines required and their high operating efliciency. Moreover, the rela- 
tively short transmission distances between the other Federal plants benefited by 
Ilells Canyon and their associated load centers should assure transmission costs 
well within the average. 

Summarizing, the costs of the transmission system necessary to realize the 
total contribution of Hells Canyon to the Northwest's resources will certainly not 
exceed, and may well be less than, the average for the system as a whole. Tn 
other words, the transmission component of the Administration’s rate case will 
not be increased as a result of the Hells Canyon development. 
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Mr. Murnock. As a nonlawyer, I have been interested, but puzzled 
somewhat, by the intricate legal point raised, but I recall what Con- 
gressman D'Ewart said yesterday with regard to the tremendous 
importance of an act of 1944. 

I too remember, Mr. D’Ewart, how we westerners had to fight, and 
fight hard, to see to it that streams rising west of the one-hundredth 
meridian had their water used properly for life-giving purposes 
rather than to be channeled down to the sea in a 9-foot depth channel. 
| think we are pretty safe on that provision. 

I don’t know what the courts have ruled with regard to the com- 
merce power of the Federal Government in such rivers, but I do hope 
that the Federal Government never assumes the power to use an inter- 
state or navigable stream, so-called, for commerce, when its higher 
purposes would be achieved in irrigation or some such. 

It was no authority who said this, but it was an easterner out West, 
who made this ridiculous proposal—I just throw it out here to have 
you consider it, not for discussion. This won't be apparent to all of 
you unless you are pretty well acquainted with the Southwest. Said 
he: 

Since the Colorado River is a navigable river in fact, as well as in law, the 
United States Government ought to maintain a ship channel from the mouth 
of the Gila to the Gulf of California. 

And there was at that time quite a merchant marine, several shallow- 
draft vessels carrying commerce on that stream, as far up as Lake 
Mead. 

Mr. Bupcr. Mr. Murdock, I don’t believe the Queen Mary is going 
to sail up and down that canyon, either. 

Mr. Murpock. I just cite that. 

Mr. Saytor. Or the new ship, the United States. 

Mr. Enerr. Mr. Poulson. 

Mr. Poutson. Mr. Chairman, with the completion of the testimony 
of Mr. Stinson, we have in the record the evidence of the proponents, 
which they have for some time requested. 

It would seem that the other proposed proponents’ witnesses are 
technical in nature, and probably cumulative, and I believe Mr. Stin- 
son said their general statements had been filed with his. 

Most. of them have already testified; lengthy statements have been 
filed in the record and in the committee print. 

Most additional matter can certainly be covered by filed statements. 

The opponents have signified their willingness to waive further 
hearings and file statements covering their position on the new matter 
produced. 

Going over the same ground again by substantially the same Gov- 
ernment witnesses seems a waste of valuable time by members of this 
committee, all of whom are tremendously busy at this time. 

This is particularly true when it is agreed that there is no possible 
chance for House action on the bill at this session and we are only 
completing the record. 

I move that further hearings on this bill be indefinitely postponed, 
with the right of the proponents to file additional statements now and 
the opponents to file statements by July 3. 

It is so moved. 

Mr. Murpock. Mr. Chairman, may I be heard on that motion ? 

Mr. Ener. Mr. Murdock? 


21139—-52—ser. 20-——-47 
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Mr. Mvurpock. Not in favor or in opposition, but to say that we 
continued these hearings that we might get as nearly a complete record 
as possible. I had t: aken the matter up with Congressman Budge some 
time ago, who wasn’t quite sure that some of his witnesses could get 
back here at this time. Have they come, Mr. Budge? 

Mr. Bunce. Yes. Some of the people are here, Mr. Chairman; but 
under the situation now as I understand it, yesterday and today would 
be used for the proponents of the bill and tomorrow and Friday were 
to be used for the opponents. 

As of the present time, the proponents have used some 13 hours, and 
the opponents have had some 4.5 hours, and I am advised that the 
opponents will be satisfied to waive the two remaining days that they 
have and simply file statements to complete the record, which is what 
I understood the chairman wished. 

Mr. Mitier. Will the gentleman yield at that point / 

Mr. Murpock. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Miuver. Are there witnesses here from a distance—who came 
here to be heard, either for or against the measure—who might be 
inconvenienced and disappointed if they are not able to appear person- 
ally before the committee ? 

Mr. Mvurvock. That would be the attitude. 

Mr. Poutson. The opponents are not. 

Mr. Buper. No. The opponents are not. 

Mr. Miuier. How about the proponents? 

Mr. Poutson. All Government employees who can travel any time 
they want to. 

Mr. Ener. We are ready for the question. 

Mr. Murpock. Just one more moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Under our congressional printing rules, when statements are filed, 
they are printed in a smaller type, not 10-point type, which I think is 
the ordinary hearing print, but 8-point type. 

Now, I don’t know whether we can change that rule or not. I 
imagine we can’t, so that any statements filed on the part of the gentle- 
men who have come here would be in the smaller type. 

Mr. Miter. If you will yield again; Mr. Chairman, I wonder if it 
is possible to determine how many want to file statements for or against 
the bill? 

Mr. Eneie. The Chair has a list of witnesses submitted at the be- 
ginning of this last hearing. 

Mr. Mitier. And how heavy are the statements ¢ 

Mr. Enaie. There is Mr. Dittmer, Mr. Jack Stevens, Mr. Earl Os- 
trander, and Mr. Frank Clinton, who can answer questions, and pos- 
sibly Mr. J. W. Dixon. 

Mr. Mitier. Are these proponents ? 

Mr. Enaur. These are proponents who are listed for these 2 days. 
It is perfectly obvious we can’t hear them all in the next 50 minutes. 

Mr. Miuier. Have you a list of the opponents that want to file state- 
ments ? 

Mr. Eneur. Mr. Budge has not submitted his list, but he did have 
a couple of witnesses who could appear if he desired to have them 
appear in the 2 days which were reserved for the opponents; these 
hearings were intended for another 4 days, with 2 days additional to the 
proponents, and an equal amount of time to the opponents. 

Mr. Mititer. How extensive will your filing be? 
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Mr. Buper. I think the statements will be filed, if the committee 
approves this motion, by Mr. R. P. Parry, by Mr. J. T. Stevens, by 
Mr. H. Houston, by Mr. T. E. Roach, and I would like to have the 

rivilege of extending that for a short statement from one of the 
officers of the State reclamation association, should they desire to file 
a short statement, because they were not heard at the prior hearing 
and are not here at this time. 

Mr. Encir. Under the terms of the motion, that will be permitted. 

Mr. Murpock. Are the four gentlemen named present, or any of 
them ¢ 

Mr. Buper. There are three here, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Enawe. Are you ready for the question ¢ 

Mr. SAyYwor. Question. 

Mr. McMutten. Mr. Chairman, if it is conceded that there is no 
vossibility, no chance of getting this legislation on the floor of the 
Hoade or getting it passed this session of the Congress, if it is true 
there is going to be no effort made to pass the legislation, I can’t 
see much reason to take the time of the committee to hear additional 
witnesses, other than build a record. 

They can file their statements, and it will be in the record anyway. 

Mr. Murpock. May I make one further comment or suggestion for 
your consideration? Several times, when it has been impossible for 
the entire committee to carry on hearings, a special subcommittee in 
that case has been appointed to hear all. 

Now, would there be any advantage in that? A small subcommittee 
not to exceed four or five members could meet in the adjoining room, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poutson. Why would there be any additional advantage that 
way, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Murdock, in view of the fact that the infor- 
mation they are going to give is there available to others? 

The other members of the committee would have to have it, and 
the fact that this is merely a sham show we are putting on—we are 
not going to have any action on the legislation. 

Mr. Murpock. I make this suggestion for the benefit of those four 
or five who have come all the way from Idaho expecting to be heard. 
If they are willing to file statements instead, then, of course, I have 
no further suggestion. 

That completes the hearings, as far as we can go at the time. 

Mr. Encuie. The Chair would like to make it clear that some Mem- 
bers of Congress have asked to testify, and it is the assumption of 
the Chair that the motion made by Mr. Poulson is broad enough to 
include statements filed by Members of Congress with respect to the 
pre ject. 

Mr. Poutson. That is right. 

Mr. Eneir. And, if the motion is carried, that Members of Con- 
gres or Members of the Senate desiring to file statements will be 
equally permitted to do so. 

With that understanding, are you ready for the question ¢ 

Mr. Yorry. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. Would the 
chairman interpret that motion as affecting the power of the commit- 
tee in the future to act upon this without hearing any more witnesses ? 

I would deem that we have heard enough evidence, but would it 
be interpreted as limiting our power to go ahead and do with the 
project as we see fit—and I will say what I have in mind: That from 
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the beginning I hoped a compromise could be worked out between 
both sides some way to get the development in that area under way, 
if it is necessary. 

Of course, the minute one side thinks they have won a complete 
victory there will be no further effort to compromise. What would 
be the Chair’s interpretation of this motion as to the power to act? 

Mr. Eneir. The committee always has the power over its own 
actions, 

The motion is to postpone indefinitely, which means that if the 
motion is carried there will be no further hearings during this ses- 
sion of Congress, because this committee, by its action, cannot bind 
the committee with reference to any action that the committee might 
desire to take in the next session of Congress. 

If the motion is carried, it will be necessary, if further hearings 
are desired at this session, to make an appropriate motion for recon- 
sideration. 

Mr. Miuter. Is a two-thirds vote required ? 

Mr. Ene ir. Motion for reconsideration doesn’t require a two-thirds 
vote. 

Are you ready for the question ? 

Mr. Saywor. Yes. 

Mr. Ener. Those in favor of the motion say “aye.” 

Those opposed, “No.” 

The “ayes” have it. 

(Unanimous response: “Aye.’’) 

Mr. Enate. It is so ordered. 

Mr. Sartor. I move, Mr. Chairman, we reconsider the motion. 


Mr. Enere. The question is not qualified, I believe. 

The motion is carried. 

Without objection, the motion to reconsider is laid on the table. 

The committee stands in recess until the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:15 a. m., the committee recessed to the call of 
the Chair.) 





APPENDIX 


Exutsir No. 1 


COMMENTS OF CONGRESSMAN FRANK T. Bow ON ANSWERS OF THE SECRETARY OF 
THE INTERIOR TO INTERROGATORIES SUBMITTED BY Mr. Bow 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 5, 1952 
Hon. CLATR ENGLE, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: At the conclusion of the hearings on H. R. 57438, to author- 
ize construction of the Hells Canyon project, I asked leave to extend my remarks 
on the answers to the interrogatories which I transmitted to the Secretary of the 
Interior on April 3, 1952. 

I have not had an opportunity to carefully study Interior’s answers. My com 
ments, therefore, necessarily are brief and incomplete, and I wish to reserve the 
right to supplement my remarks if at some future time these issues should again 
come before this committee. I have, however, had the benefit of comments from 
those competent to analyze the answers, particularly on the technical and finan- 
cial aspects. I am submitting those comments in the form of a memorandum 
confined to the answers on the technical and financial aspects covered generally in 
questions 1 through 15. 

With respect to the legal aspects, one of the major questions which I raised, 
covered in questions 16-18, may be summarized as follows: 

“Has the Federal Government assumed responsibility to supply the needs for 
power on the part of the public in the Columbia River Basin, and if so, what is the 
statutory and constitutional basis for this ‘assumption of responsibility? ” 

In answer to this question Interior is quite candid in admitting its assumption 
of responsibility and, I think, is equally candid in admitting that there is no spe- 
cifie statutory authority either authorizing or requiring such “assumption of 
responsibility.” Rather, Interior relies upon constitutional provisions and cases 
purporting to establish the authority of the Federal Government to construct 
power projects which have little or no bearing on its authority for “assumption 
of responsibility” to supply all power needs for the Northwest. 

Also, a major legal question which I raised, covered in question 19 and related 
to questions 20 and 20-b, is: 

“Upon what basis of statutory law and the Constitution does the Department 
rest its view that the Federal Government is authorized to develop power solely 
for purposes other than consumption directly by the Federal Government in the 
performance of some constitutional function?” 

In response Interior refers to its answers under questions 16 and 17. Referring 
to these answers I find that Interior relies upon the following constitutional 
provisions : 

Article I, section 8; the clauses giving Congress power (1) to provide for the 
common defense and the general welfare of the United States, (2) to regulate com- 
merce with foreign nations, and among the several States, and with the Indian 
tribes, (3) to declare war * * *, (4) to raise and support armies * * *, 
(5) to provide and maintain a Navy, (6) to provide for * * * arming 
* * * the militia * * *, (7) to make all laws which shall be necessary 
and proper for carrying into execution the foregoing powers and all other powers 
vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States, or in any 
Department of office thereof ; 

Article IV, section 3; the clause giving Congress the power to dispose of and 
make all needful rules and regulations respecting the territory or other property 
of the United States. 

737 
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Treaty power of Article II, section 2 (together with the “all laws necessary 
and proper” clause of art. I, sec. 8). 

In response to the further question (question 17a) as to precisely what Supreme 
Court interpretations of that part or parts of the Constitution does Interior rely, 
Interior admits that not all of the above clauses have been construed by the 
Supreme Court in a manner relevant here but some of them have, and cites the 
following cases: 

(1) Under the property clause, Ashwander v. Tennessee Valley Authority, 
197 U.S. 288; Tennessee Electric Power Company v. Tennessee Valley Authority, 
21 F. Supp. 947, Affirmed 306 U.S. 118; U.S. v. San Francisco, 310 U.S. 16; U.S 
v. Gratiot, 14 Pet. 526: U. S. v. Hanson, 167 Fed. 881; Burley v. U. S., 179 Fed. 1 

(2) Under the commerce clause, Oklahoma vy. Atkinson Company, 315 U. 3. 
508; U.S. v. Appalachian Power Company, 311 U. 8. 377. 

(3) Under the war power clause, Ashiwander v. Tennessee Valley Authority, 
supra. 

(4) Under the general welfare power clause, U7. S. v. Gerlach Livestock Com 
pany, 899 UL 8. 725; Cleveland v. U. S., 882 U.S. 329. 

I wish to challenge the bland assumption that either these constitutional pro 
visions or Interior’s construction of the cases interpreting them furnish an ade 
quate or complete answer to my questions. There are equally persuasive inter 
pretations of the same cases which arrive at different conclusions. In this con 
nection, I would like to submit as a part of this statement a memorandum 
entitled “Constitutional Authority of the Federal Government to Construct and 
Operate Hydroelectric Plants to Generate Electric Energy for Commercial Sale or 
Supply to the Public.” While all parts of this memorandum are not directly re 
sponsive to Interior’s position, there is discussed therein most of the cases relied 
upon by Interior and different conclusions reached on whether there is any con- 
stitutional basis for the Government going into the power business. For example, 
I call particular attention to the discussion in this memorandum of the Gerlach 
case, strongly relied upon by Interior as authority to construct power projects 
under the general welfare clause. It clearly appears when analyzed that the 
remarks of the Supreme Court on the general welfare clause is obiter dictum. 
I brought this out by questions at the hearings on H. R. 5748, but one would not 
suspect that this was so from Interior’s treatment of the case in its answers. 
This memorandum, at least, points out that there are grave constitutional ques 
tions as to whether the Federal Government has any constitutional authority 
to construct and operate hydroelectric plants (as this project admittedly is) to 
generate electric energy for commercial sale or supply to the public. 

Likewise, in my opinion, Interior's answers to Iny question as to what amount 
of an admittedly constitutional function (such as improvement for interstate 
navigation) is sufficient to make the project lawful under the Constitution (ques- 
tions 23-26) are not definitive or persuasive. I submit that where, as in this case, 
Interior has grasped at an infinitesimal amount of flood control and so-called 
improvement to navigation in order to make the construction of a huge power 
plant constitutional there remains a grave question whether this meets the re- 
quired test of constitutionality. I note in the Gerlach case that the Supreme 
Court frowns upon use of a “highly fictional navigation purpose.” 

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, that time has not permitted me to make a complete 
analysis of Interior’s answers and I reserve the right to supplement my statement 
if at some future time this bill, or one of similar import, should come before this 
committee. 

Very truly yours, 
FRANK T. Bow, M. C. 


The answer to questions Nos. 1-9 make it possible to arrive at a total of the 
investment of Federal funds which would have to be made in order to realize 
the claimed benefits from the Hells Canyon Division of the Snake River project 
proposed for authorization in H. R. 5748. 
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SUMMARY OF FEDERAL INVESTMENT 
The total investment exclusive of interest during construction : 
In answer to question 
Fatimated cost 
1—a. Hells Canyon Dam, Reservoir, power plant and appurte- 
_— works (as of March 1952) ¥ : 
ec. 4+ additional power installations at other Federal hydro 
plants (as of July 1951) _- "i D8, TOT, OOO 
-b and tranmissions facilities for marketing powe r “developed 
at Hells Canyon Dam and made available at other Federal 
hydro de grewanaie in the integrated system (as of April 
. | 2s hee STR LN ETS ee 153, 135, 000 
e. (Benefits now ‘disclaimed ) _- aia ‘ Nil 
f. Measures for fish preservation (as of 1952) a 5, OVO, OOO 
g. Public recreation facilities (as of 1952) ine luded- in first 
Se a wae. ee Sd s else 1, 000, 000 
9 Seriver Creek power facilities, including requisite trans- 
mission (as of January 1952) -__--~-- : j -_ 47, 924, 000 


S306, 810, OOO 


<r 3 4 co 576. 000 


One of the several inconsistencies of the answers appears in relation to the 
Seriver Creek plants. The Scriver Creek facilities proposed and estimates pre- 
sented for authorization in H. R. 5743 include the cost of tranmission lines while 
the proposals for Hells Canyon specifically omit the necessary tranmission facil- 
ities. It would appear that, except as brought out by these interrogatories, In- 
terior Was endeavoring to present minmum cost data or did not have an acceptable 
plan to present. 

INTEREST DURING CONSTRUCTION 


Interest during construction is the cost of (interest on) the funds used for 
construction, i. e. up to the time the project goes into operation, and treating 
those charges as a part of the Federal investment. In the answers furnished by 
Interior, interest during construction was omitted on the Hells Canyon and 
Seriver Creek projects, for pay-out purposes, and included in the case of power 
installations at other Federal plants. This inconsistency is between Interior and 
Army engineer practice because the installations at other Federal plants are 
Army engineer projects on the Columbia and Snake Rivers. 

In justification for the omission of interest during construction, for pay-out 
purposes, in the case of the Hells Canyon and Scriver Creek facilities, the An- 
swer (Q. 1-h) states that the Federal reclamation law does not require the in- 
clusion of interest during construction. In the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939, section 9 (c), there is no mention beyond construction investment. How- 
ever, where, as here, interest on investment is specified to be charged, surely 
it is unreasonable to omit interest during construction from construction invest- 
ment. This omission is merely another one of the expedients adopted by In- 
terior to distort the true cost of power. 


TOTAL FEDERAL INVESTMENT 


The correct total Federal investment will include interest during construction 
at the rate of 3 percent since 3 percent is the rate of return used by Interior 
when the interest component is applied to assist irrigation projects. (See H. Doc. 
478, Sist Cong., p. 187, Amount of Potential Assistance From Hells Canyon). 

The interest during construction on the above investment: At 3 percent is 
$52,170,000." 


1$256,810,000 for 7 years (average 314 years) at 3 percent for Hells Canyon Dam and 
facilities ; $153.135,000 for 4 years (average 2 years) at 3 percent for transmission-line 
facilities : $58,707,000 for 3 years (average 144 years) at 3 percent for installations at 
other Federal plants; $47,924,000 for 4 years (average 2 years) at 3 percent for Scriver 
Creek facilities. 
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The total Federal investment including interest during construction therefore 
becomes : 


Previous indicated cost ; $6 22, 576, 000 
Interest during construction_______~ : ; a ma 52, 170, 000 


Total Foeueral tinvestment...................-.. 674, 746, 000 
ADJUSTMENTS FOR CHANGING CONSTRUCTION COSTS 


The Department of Interior indicates an increase in price levels between 
April 1951 and March 1952 of 24% percent but have been able to alter construction 
plans to save an equal amount of money and, therefore, maintain the origina! 
cost at April 1951 price levels of $356,810,000. However, the estimate as of Apri! 
1951 ($356,810,000) shows an increase ($43,150,000) of a trifle less th: an 14 per 
cent as compared with the estimated cost as of January 1948 (8313,660,000) 
The answer states in effect that the latter figure was arrived at originally by 
stepping up the earlier cost in proportion to the price level index. However, 
according to Engineering News-Record construction cost indexes, the increas 
between those dates was actually about 24 percent. 

The correct April 1951 cost, according to Engineering News-Record construc 
tion cost indexes, would be $388,938,000 ($313,660,000 « 1.24) or $82,128,000 more 
than $356,810,000. When interest during construction is added to the additional 
$32,128,000 the total increase becomes $35,501,000 or the actual total Federal in 
vestment should be $710,247,000 ($674,746,000 plus $35,501,000) . 

Furthermore it is not at all unrealistic to assume that in another 4 years 
(approximately 1956 or 1957) that cost indexes will have increased another 25 
percent. When $710,247,000 is adjusted by the amount of this anticipated in- 
crease, i. e. 25 percent, the total probable cost becomes approximately $890,000, 
000. This is the figure that should be used in making the financial analysis. 


BENEFITS 
Power 
The following comparison between the power benefits “presently estimated” 
aa 


and those set forth in House Document 473, volume 2, page 192, as of April 1951 
price levels is of interest: 





Present Increase 


vol. 2, p. 192 increase 


$32, 927,000 | $12, 403, 000 


Direct power benefits (to U. S. Treasury /* $20, 524, 000 
14, 335, 000 4, 550, 000 | 


Indirect power benefits (subsidies and benefits to 
others) 9, 785, 000 


Ee Doe. i | Percent 
| 
| 


Total . | 16, 953, 000 


Interior indicates that direct power benefits is the revenue derived from the 
sale of all power attributable to Hells Canyon. The phenomenal increase of 
60 percent in direct power benefits resulting from a larger base system, which 
system adds only two low-head plants downstream from Hells Canyon, indicates 
a gro@s error in either House Document 478 or the current calculation. An 
increase in power production of the magnitude of the 60 percent (actually, this 
represents a change in energy production of about 100 percent because of the 
higher rates figured in H. Doe. 478), can only be explained by an error or an 
unsound analysis; thus, the Members of Congress cannot rely on Interior's rev 
enue estimate (direct power benefits) as being a true representation of the real 
income to the Federal Treasury. 

Although not provided in the answers the direct power benefit for the Scriver 
Creek facilities have been determined, for the purpose of this report, to be 
$2,252,000. (From the Committee print, Scriver Creek repayment studies 
column 2, 99,200 kilowatts & $22.50= $2,232,000.) 

It is especially important to note that none of the indirect power benefits 
accrue to the Federal Treasury. It may be that this fact is not generally realized 
by most Members of Congress. The more common assumption is that the actual 
dollar income to the Treasury from Federal power developments like this is 
sufficient to make the project as a whole justifiable and to provide the sub- 
sidizations for irrigation, flood control, ete. 
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The Department, in its claim of indirect power benefits, reaches out to include: 
(1) Savings to the ultimate customer (meaning, H. Doc. 473, vol. 2, p. 190— 
Public, Municipal, and Cooperative Utilities), (2) part of the income to private 
ultilities which may market part of the Hells Canyon power, and (3) a portion 
f the (value of) production of goods and service from utilization of Hells 
Canyon power. All three of the above indicate that the Department goes far 
afield in arriving at the benfits to be credited to this project. 

‘There is no magic in governmental departments being able to construct, operate, 
and maintain projects in any manner different from individuals. The only 
difference between governmental operating Cost and individual cost is the lower 
interest rate at which at Government is able to borrow money, using the credit of 
the country us contrasted to the interest rate of an individual using his own 
credit or stockholders of his company. The savings resulting from the Govern- 
ment’s lower interest rate is oftentimes reduced or eliminated entirely by the 
higher government construction costs as compared with a lower construction 
cost of the same facility by individuals. It would appear reasonable that indirect 
power benefits would include only the savings in interest on the Federal invest- 
ment as compared to the interest if the facility was constructed by individuals. 

The Department of Interior can make no claims for tax savings under indirect 
power benefits because nothing is done to reduce taxes. 


Flood control 

The Corps of Engineers, from whom Interior obtained the data for flood-control 
benefits, made no new computation or detailed breakdown of flood-damage figures, 
but instead applied the same percentages to the several kinds of property, just 
as were deemed to be applicable to the total flood-control benefits resulting from 
the Army engineers’ scheme of development for Columbia Basin. It is significant 
that the present claim of average annual flood-control benefit (made subsequent 
to 1948 flood, $1,459,800), being the same as set out in the modifying report of 
May 11, 1951, is over six times as great as that (made prior to 1948, $236,000) 
stated in the original report (H. Doc. 473, vol. 2, p. 191). The latter estimate 
likewise is attributed to the Corps of Engineers. 
Recreational 

The answer to the interrogatories on recreational benefits brought out a change 
in the procedure for determining these benefits. The answer states that the 
recreational benefits are considered to be the annual equivalent of the cost of 
recreational facilities; however, the answer fails to state what this figure is 
determined to be under the present proposed plan. For the purposes of these 
comments the annual equivalent is estimated to be derived as follows: 


Annual cost of maintenance and operation of recreation facilities esti 

mated in H. Doc. 473, 81st Cong., vol 2, p. 193, at___-____-_-_._-- _. $75, 000 
Interest (at3 percent) and amortization (sinking-fund basis) on $1,000,- 

000 (stated allowance for cost of recreational facilities) 31, 600 


ee vt pa ee ee J ____ 106, 600 


Vavigation 

The navigation benefits have likewise been altered from the original report 
(H. Doe, 478, vol. 2, p. 191, $299,000) to a lower figure of $189,000. No explana- 
tion is given for this reduction; it seems, however, that this benefit might even 
be further reduced. In view of the proposed method of operation of the Hells 
Canyon Reservoir even these small annual benefits are excessive. 


Summary of benefits 

Accepting the Department of Interior’s estimates of the benefits for the purpose 
of the analysis herein, however without conceding the validity or accuracy of the 
estimates the following summary may be made. 


Hells Canyon power (including only benefits accruing in dollars to 

the Treasury) BR PES. aR ee Fee 2 SE os ees . $32, 927, 000 
Scriver Creek power (see p. 4) = i 2, 282, 000 
Navigation pariani 189, 000 
Flood control : Ter: “ 1, 459, SOO 
Recreation (deduced) 106, 600 


Subtotal____. : : castes _.. 36,914, 400 
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The here-omitted indirect benefits from power, as presently claimed, 
total avémiguiedin seleionie : : a : $14, 335, O00 


| . : ‘ D1, 249, 400 


ANNUAL COST 
Operation and maintenance 
For the purpose of arriving at benefit-cost ratios, in the light of material sup- 
plied in the answers to the interrogatories, it has been necessary to derive annual! 
costs to be associated with the investments indicated. The following table shows 
the annual operation and maintenance cost for the various facilities and th: 
source of the cost. 


Hells Canyon Dam, reservoir, etc. (committee print) -_.__-__--_______ $1, 065, 000 
Additional power installations at other Federal plants (committee 
print) 854, 000 
Transmission facilities, Hells Canyon and other Federal plants... 2, 316, 000 
153,185 «1 815,000 (H. Doe. 473 199) ) 
120,000 SLSLo, a oe. fo, D. Loe 
Public recreation facilities (H. Doc. 473, vol. 2, p. 193)_------__--____ 5, O00 
Scriver Creek power and transmission facilities (from Scriver Creek 
power facilities, February 1951, p. 16) —~ : 350, TOO 


Total operation and maintenance _ 4,690, 700 


Replacements 

Similarly to the above operation and maintenance cost it is necessary to deter- 
mine the cost of annual replacements. The following table, therefore, shows the 
cost and the source of the information: 


Replacement cost 


Hells Canyon Dam, Reservoir, etc. (committee print) -__--_-._______ $1, 085, 000 
Additional power installations at other Federal plants___.-_____--__~ 190, 000 
Transmission facilities, Hells Canyon and other Federal plants___-- 1, 510, 800 


158,135 _,. 
$1,184.05 » ATE 99, ace No. 345 } 
(Fee xs 4,050 (H. Doe. 473, p. 199, account No. 345-46) ) 


Scriver Creek power and transmission facilities (from Scriver Creek 
power facilities, February 1951, p. 16) 255, 200 


Total replacements____- Ae See eae eran ae . 8,041, 000 


Total operation and maintenance and replacement costs__.._ 7, 731, 700 


Tazres 

The Department of Interior, like most other Federal agencies, makes no al- 
lowance whatsoever for taxes nor do they concede any responsibility or obliga 
tion to provide in their operating cost the sum equivalent to the taxes that would 
be paid by private development of a similar project. The EJC report, appendix 
IX, item 8, recommends that Federal projects should make allowances for the 
full equivalent of local, State, and Federal taxes. 


AMORTIZATION FUND 


The Department of Interior, like other Federal agencies, uses the sinking-fund 
method; however, it has been recommended by the Engineers Joint Council 
Report (appendix IX, item 16) that the straight-line method be used. 

For the purpose of determining benefit-cost ratios, the Department of Interior 
apparently agrees that interest during construction should be included when 
the annual amortization costs are determined. (H. Doc. 473, vol. 2, p. 193.) 

For some unknown reason, the Department of Interior endeavors to use the 
period of 100 years in determining the annual amortization charge. This differs 
from the practice of other Federal agencies ; for example, the Army engineers use 
50 years. The Eeonomic Joint Council Report (appendix LX, item 16) recom- 
mends a maximum of 50 years. 

The Reclamation Project Act of 1939 prescribes 40 years for the pay-out period 
for irrigation (sec. 9 (c)), but permits a “development period” of not to exceed 
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10 years (sec. 9 (d)). The fact that the same act and section (9) limits sales 
of electric power to periods “not to exceed 40 vears” makes it reasonable to infer 
that Congress had in mind that electric power too, should “pay out” in 40 years. 
The following examples indicate the advantage to the Department in using 2%- 
percent interest and a 100-year period to determine the amortization charge per 
year instead of 3-percent interest, which they use for the interest component, 
and the 40- and 50-year period. 


On sinking-fund basis 


} | 
| Amortization 
| Interest rate Period | charge per 
year 
Years Percent 
100 0. 23 
50 | &Y 
40 1.33 


The first example above, with its almost negligible annual charge for amorti- 
zation, is that which is used by Interior for Hells Canyon division (H. Doc. 473, 
vol. 2, p. 193). 

BENEFIT-COST RATIO 


Department of Interior basis—Annual cost associated with the Federal in- 
vestment of $674,746,000 by applying an annuity factor for 100 years, using 
21% percent interest : 
$674,746,000 « 0.0273___----_--- , $18, 421, 000 
O. and M. replacement costs as above_—__-_ 7, 731, 700 


Total oni a _... 26,152, 700 


Excluding the nebulous indirect power benefits the benefit-cost ratio becomes: 
1.41. 

Including the indirect power benefits the benefit-cost ratio becomes: 1.96. 

Liberal basis to Department of Interior.—Annual cost associated with the 
Federal investment of $674,746,000 by applying an annuity factor for 50 years 
using 5 percent interest : 
$674,746,000 & 0.0889___ _-.... $26, 248, 000 
O. and M. replacement costs as above_____---~_- aa - 7, 731, 700 


Total wail Pipengen 33, 979, TOO 


Again excluding the nebulous indirect power benefits the benefit-cost ratio 
becomes : 1.09. 

On a 40-year term instead of a 50-year term the above becomes: 1. 

In summarizing the above comments and cost figures developed from informa- 
tion supplied by the Department of Interior we find that there are many unknown 
features in the Hells Canyon project. Usually on a construction project of this 
magnitude there are a few physical unknowns that would affect the construction 
cost ; however on this particular project there appears to be many other unknowns 
as follows: 

1. The phenomenal change in power benefits indicating the same or greater 
change in claimed power production clearly shows that the Department has not 
arrived at a proper production figure. Furthermore the historical flow of water 
withoot irrigation depletion does not indicate the presence during the payout 
period of the amount of prime power claimed. 

2. The downstream benefits claimed for Hells Canyon are dependent on the 
future construction of plants on the lower Snake and Columbia Rivers which, 
although authorized, may never be constructed. The four Lower Snake plants 
are most significant because they are the basis for over one-half of the down- 
stream power claimed for Hells Canyon. Congress has twice refused appropria- 
tions for initial construction of one of the Lower Snake plants (Ice Harbor) on 
the grounds of interferences with migratory fish and benefit-cost ratio of less than 
one. Thus only MeNary and Chief Joseph and The Dalles may be classed as cer- 
tainties. Either a delay or deauthorization of the four Lower Snake plants and 
John Day plant will adversely affect the benefit cost ratio developed above. 
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From the above it is apparent that there are the following variables that can be 
affected and in each case would adversely change the benefit cost ratio to the 
extent of making the project completely infeasible: (@) Construction cost, (b) 
proper analysis of power production, (¢c) delay in construction of any one of five 
downstream plants. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 


The following comments in regard to the answers given by the Department 
will have to do with general procedures for governmental agencies and are 
illustrated in their application to the Hells Canyon Dam. 


Rate of interest 

The rate of interest (244 and 3 percent) used by Department of Interior is 
inadequate from the standpoint of cost to the Federal Government. The actual 
interest paid does not comprise everything includible in the cost of money, 
There is a cost of placing loans and of levying, collecting, and auditing Federal 
taxes. Therefore consideration should be given to establishing a proper rate of 
interest to be used on governmental projects. 


Allocation of costs 

The Hells Canyon project bears out the objective of the Department of Interior 
and of the governmental agencies in allocating costs so as to reduce to a minimum 
the investment associated with the power producing features of the project. The 
Department in its answer to question 14 (b) stated that the method of alloca- 
tion in point “has been considered and approved by Congress.” Obviously any 


such approval has not knowingly or understandingly been given. ‘The method 
of allocation should be reviewed on projects previously constructed to show 
what methods of allocations were.proposed and the method finally used when 
the project was completed. A study should be made to adopt a procedure which 
would lead to the justifiable methods of allocation cost on multipurpose projects. 


MEMORANDUM ON CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT To 
CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE HypROELECTRIC PLANTS To GENERATE ELECTRIC ENERGY 
FOR COMMERCIAL SALE OR SUPPLY TO THE PUBLIC 


The purpose of this memorandum is to examine the federal constitutional 
powers which have been suggested as a conceivable source of constitutional 
authority to construct and operate hydroelectric plants to generate electric energy 
for commercial sale or supply to the public. 

The Federal Government is one of limited, enumerated and delegated powers ; 
and, to the extent that any such constitutional authority exists, it must be found 
in some one of the enumerated powers. United States v. Butler, 295 U. S. 1. 
Consequently there is hereinafter examined each of the federal constitutional 
powers which has been suggested as a conceivable source of constitutional 
authority for such a federal activity. None of them furnishes any constitutional 
authority for the Federal Government to engage in such an activity. 


I 


UNDER THE COMMERCE CLAUSE ANY AUTHORITY OF THE UNITED STATES TO CONSTRUCT 
AND OPERATE POWER PLANTS TO GENERATE ELECTRIC ENERGY FOR COMMERCIAL SALE 
OR SUPPLY TO THE PUBLIC IS LIMITED TO PLANTS REQUIRED TO CONVERT INTO ELEC- 
TRIC ENERGY SURPLUS WATER POWER WHICH HAS BEEN CREATED AS AN INEVITABLE 
INCIDENT OF CONSTRUCTING PROJECTS TO IMPROVE OR PROTECT INTERSTATE COM- 
MERCE, SUCH AS NAVIGATION DAMS 


A. No constitutional authority exists under the commerce clause to create or 
dispose of water power Other than for direct federal consumption, except in so 
far as surplus water power is created as the inevitable incident of constructing 
projects to improve or protect interstate commerce, such as navigation dams. 

In the valid exercise of the commerce power, the United States may build 
structures to create or improve navigable capacity of navigable streams for 
interstate commerce and to protect navigation and other forms of interstate 
commerce from obstruction by floods. Dams and reservoirs so constructed may 
create water power which is the inevitable result of impounding water and 
concentrating the fall of a stream. However, in the exercise of constitutional 
authority under the commerce clause, it is only in this way and to this extent 
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that the United States may constitutionally create power other than for its own 
consumption. United States v. Chandler-Dunbar Co., 229 U.S. 58, 73; Ashwander 
y. TVA, 297 U. 8S. 288, 326, 328-340; Arizona vy. California, 288 U. C. 423, 452; 
Green Bay Canal Co. v. Patten Paper Co., 172 U. S. 58, 68-9, 76, T7-8; Aaukauna 
Co. v. Green Bay Canal Co., 142 U. S. 254, 273, 274, 275-6; United States v. 
Chandler-Dunbar Co., 229 U. 8S. 53, 73; Alabama Power Co. vy. Gulf Power Co., 
283 Fed. 606, 613; Missouri v. lion etc. Co., 42 F. (2d) 692, 695. 

Congressional legislation reflects the principle that the constitutional author- 
ity of the Federal Government to generate electric energy for sale or supply 
to the public is limited to the disposal of surplus power created as an inevitable 
incident of the construction of constitutional structures such as those assumed 
to be validly constructed to improve navigation and to protect interstate com- 
merce from inerruption by floods. hus, Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 
1944 provides only for the disposal of surplus hydroelectric energy generated at 
reservoir projects. 16 U. S. C. 825s. Similarly, the Tennessee Valley Authority 
Act merely authorizes TVA to convert surplus water power into electric energy 
and to sell the energy to the public. 16 U.S. C. 831h—1, 831i, 831j, 831k. 

In the Ashwander case the court stated the rule as follows: 

“* * * And the Government rightly conceded at the bar, in sub- 
stance, that it was without constitutional authority to acquire or dispose of 
such energy except as it comes into being in the operation of works con- 
structed in the exercise of some power delegated to the United States” (1. c¢. 
340). 

B. Federal constitutional authority under the commerce clause to acquire 
water power or to construct or operate electric generating stations was in no way 
extended or affected by the New River and Denison Dam cases.—The decisions 
in the New River case (United States v. Appalachian E. P. Co., 311 U. 8. 377) and 
in the Denison Dam case (Oklahoma vy. Atkinson Co., 313 U. S. 508), do not, as 
has sometimes been claimed, enlarge federal constitutional authority under the 
commerce clause to acquire, produce and sell electric energy commercially to the 
public. In evaluating such claims, it is helpful to keep in mind the following 
facts and settled constitutional principles. 

The Constitution does not vest in the Federal Government any proprietary 
rights in hydroelectric sites or in any other water resources within the boundaries 
of the several States. The constitutional authority of the Federal Government 
under the commerce clause, with respect to navigable interstate streams, is 
limited to the protection and improvement of the servitude or easement (in 
favor of navigation) was not created by, but existed before, the adoption of the 
Constitution. The commerce clause of the Constitution merely delegated to the 
Federal Government the protection of this servitude on navigable interstate 
streams; and when in improving such streams for purposes of navigation, the 
Federal Government exceeds this natural servitude, it must make compensation 
for the property taken. 

In the New River case, the Government sued to enjoin the defendant from 
constructing a hydroelectric project without a federal license. As one defense, 
the defendant alleged that its project was being constructed on a nonnavigable 
stream under State authority; that the operation of its project would not ad 
versely affect navigation on, or the navigable capacity of, any navigable inter- 
state waters; and that, for such a project, the Federal Government had no 
constitutional authority to require any federal license or at most could require 
only a federal license with conditions limited to the protection of navigation on, 
and navigable capacity of, other waters which were navigable interstate. Both 
lower courts found that the stream was nonnavigable and held in favor of the 
defendant (23 F. Supp. 83, 107 F. (2d) 769). 

As pointed out in Penn. W. & P. Co. vy. Federal Power Comm'n., 123 F. (2d) 
155, cert. den, 315 U. S. 806, the Supreme Court reversed the concurrent finding 
of the lower courts in the New River case by enunciating a novel definition of 
navigability. Thereupon, the Supreme Court held that upon a navigable inter- 
state stream the Federal Government has constitutional authority to require ¢ 
license and to impose conditions which are designed not only to protect potential 
future needs of navisation but also to prevent the licensed project from impeding 
a sound development of the entire river system or watershed. In this connec- 
tion the Court said: 

“* * * Water power development from dams in navigable streams is 
from the public’s standpoint a byproduct of the general use of the rivers 
for commerce” (1. ¢. 426). [Emphasis supplied. ] 

At the time when the New River case was decided, the principle governing the 
circumstances under, and the extent to, which the Federal Government can 
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validly acquire water power other than for direct federal consumption had long 
been established by the decisions hereinbefore cited and had been clearly and 
explicitly restated and affirmed less than five years earlier in the Ashwander 
case. Under this long-established principle, the constitutional authority of the 
Federal Government to acquire water power other than for direct federal con- 
sumption is limted to water power which is created as the inevitable incident of 
constructing federal structures in the valid performance of some federal con 
stitutional function. Water power so created is aptly described as a “byproduct” 
of the exercise of the federal constitutional function. Not only is it incon- 
ceivable that the Court would have undertaken to reverse the foregoing funda- 
mental and settled principle sub silentio but the quoted statement is completely 
consistent with that principle. 

In the Atkinson case, the federal project had been authorized in order to assist 
in controlling tloods on the navigable Red and Mississippi Rivers which period- 
ically “paralyzed commerce” and “impaired navigation itself” (1. ¢. 525) and to 
improve navigation on lower reaches of the Red River which were navigable and 
commercially navigated (1. ¢. 523-4, 5380). Oklahoma contended that the au- 
thorized project included certain reservoir capacity which had been expressly 
provided for the sole purpose of creating water power; that such capacity was 
neither useful nor necessary for flood control; and that consequently the Congress 
was without constitutional authority to authorize the project (1. ¢. 5138-15, 528-9). 

However, the proof in the Atkinson case showed that the allegedly excess 
reservoir capacity Was necessary to improve navigation on lower reaches of the 
Red River through enrichment of low water flows and to prevent deposits of silt, 
which presented a unique problem on the Red River, from gradually impairing 
und eventually destroying reservoir capacity neecssary for tlood control long 
before the expiration of the project’s useful life. These facts were stated in 
detail in H. Doe. No, 541, 75th Cong., 3d Sess., and in the Definite Project Report 
which were definitive of the authorized project and were cited by the Court 
(1. ¢. 5138, 523-4, 530, 531-2). 

Under these tacts, the water power was clearly created as the inevitable 
and incidental result of erecting the structures necessary to improve navigation 
and prevent the interruption of navigation and other interstate commerce by 
destructive floods. Consequently the Court held that Congress had constitu- 
tional authority under the commerce clause to authorize the project. Mani- 
festly this holding in no way deviates from the established principle that the 
Federal Government has no constitutional authority to create or develop water 
power, other than for its own consumption, except insofar as such water power 
is created as the inevitable incident of erecting structures in the exercise of some 
federal constitutional power, but that the circumstance that a federal project, 
validly authorized under some constitutional power and serving a constitutional 
purpose, may incidentally serve other purposes, not within federal jurisdiction 
or authority, does not invalidate the authorization of the project. Arizona vy. 
California, 283 U.S. 428, 456. 

In the Atkinson case the Court said in part : 

“* * * But the fact that Congress has introduced power development 
into this project as a paying partner does not derogate from the authority 
of Congress to construct the dam for flood control, including river flow. The 
power project is not unrelated to those purposes * * *” (1. ¢. 530-1). 

Those seeking to find a constitutional basis for wider participation by the 
Federal Government in the commercial power business, have sometimes relied 
upon the language above quoted. However, this language squarely bases con- 
gressional authority upon Federal power to construct projects to prevent inter- 
ruption of interstate commerce by floods and to improve interstate navigation 
(i. e. river flow). While the designation of the water power, which has thus 
been created as inevitable incident of erecting the project, as a “paying partner” 
is metaphorical language not usually found in judicial decisions, it plainly im- 
ports nothing more than that, where such water power is created as the inevitable 
incident of erecting constitutional structures, the circumstances that the de- 
velopment and sale of the water power would help to defray the cost of the 
project does not invalidate the exercise of constitutional authority under the 
Commerce Clause. It is but an indirect way of saying, what the Supreme Court 
had said years before in the Kaukauna case and later in the Patten, Chandler- 
Dunbar and Ashwander cases, that, where a constitutional improvement neces- 
sarily creates surplus water power, there is no constitutional objection to the 
Government’s selling the surplus water power to “reimburse itself for the ex- 
pense of the improvement.” Kaukauna case (1. c. 273, 274); Patten case (1. c¢. 
78) ; Chandler-Dunbar case (1. c. 73); Ashwander case (1. c. 335). 





HELLS CANYON DAM 


C. Efforts to construe the Ashwander and TVA cases as holding that the Fed- 
eral Government has constitutional authority to construct and operate plants 
to generate electric energy for commercial sale to the public are patently un- 
tenable.—Strained attempts are sometimes made to construe the decisions in 
ishwander v. TVA, 297 U. 8S. 288, and in Tennessee E. P. Co. v. TVA, 306 U.S. 
118, as holding that the Federal Government has constitutional authority to con- 
struct and operate hydroelectric and thermoelectric plants to generate electric 
energy for commercial sale. Any such interpretation of these decisions is patent- 
ly unsupportable. 

The Ashwander case was a derivative action, that is, an action brought by 
stockholders to enforce rights of their corporation. A derivative action may 
be maintained only where and to the ertent that managing corporate directors 
may not lawfully refuse to assert causes of action of the corporation. Due to 
the foregoing limitations upon the scope of a derivative action and to con- 
stitutional limitations upon the power of the ccurts to decide questions not 
amounting to a “case” or “controversy,” the decision of the Court was restricted 
to the constitutional authority of the Federal Government for the construction 
of the Wilson Dam and for the disposal of electric energy generated solely from 
water power created as an inevitable incident of the construction of that dam. 
The Court therefore expressly limited its decision to a holding that Wilson Dam 
had been constitutionally constructed, both under the war powers and under 
the commerce clause, and that the sale of electric energy produced from the 
water power created by that dam was within federal constitutional authority. 

This is made inescapably clear by the following statements of the Supreme 
Court : 

“Examining the present record, we find no ground for a demand by plain- 
tiffs except as it related to the contracts between the Authority and the 
Alabama Power Company. * * 

“There is a further limitation upon our inquiry. As it appears that the 
transmission lines in question run from the Wilson Dam and that the 
electric energy generated at that dam is more than sufficient to supply all 
the requirements of the contract, the questions that are properly before us 
relate to the constitutional authority for the construction of the Wilson 


Dam and for the disposition, as provided in the contract, of the electric 
energy there generated. |Emphasis supplied. | 
s 2 a * > * * 


“We limit our decision to the case before us, as we have defined it. * * * 
“* * * We express no opinion * * * as to the status of any other 
dam or power development in the Tennessee Valley, whether connected with 
or apart from the Wilson Dam, or as to the validity of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority Act or of the claims made in the pronouncements and program 
of the Authority apart from the questions we have discussed in relation 
to the particular provisions of the contract of January 4, 1934, affecting 
the Alabama Power Company” (1. ¢. 825-6, 339-40). 
That the decision in the Ashwander case was so limited is not only clear upon 
its face but also was expressly held in T7VA v. TEP Co., (C. C. A. 6th) 90 P. 
(2d) 885, 890-1, cert. den. 301 U.S. 710. 


II 


'HE WAR POWERS FURNISH NO CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY FOR CONSTRUCTION 
AND OPERATION OF POWER PLANTS TO PRODUCE ELECTRIC ENERGY FOR COMMERCIAL 
SALE OR SUPPLY TO THE PUBLIC 


The war powers granted to the Congress by the Constitution are: 
“The Congress shall have power— 
@ e * 6 s * * 


“To declare war, grant letters of Marque and reprisal, and make rules 
concerning captures on land and water; 

“To raise and support armies, but no appropriation of money to that use 
shall be for a longer term than two years; 

“To provide and maintain a navy; 

“To make rules for the government and regulation of the land and naval 
forces; 

“To provide for calling forth the militia to execute the laws of the Union, 
suppress insurrections, and repeal invasions; 
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“To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the militia, and 
for governing such parts of them as may be employed in the service of the 
United States, reserving to the States respectively, the appointment of the 
officers, and the authority of training the militia according to the discipline 
prescribed by Congress ;”’ Const., Art. I, Sec. 8, Cls. 11-16. 

Of the foregoing war powers, only those to declare war, to support armies, 
to provide and maintain a navy and to provide for arming the militia require 
consideration. 

The “power to declare war involves the power to prosecute it by all means 
and in any manner in which war may be legitimately prosecuted.” Miller \ 
United States, 11 Wall. 268, 305. Hirabayachi v. United States, 8320 U. 8S. 81, 93. 

However, the war powers are not created by the emergency of war. In 
stead, they are granted to meet that emergency. Home Bldg. & Loan Ass'n. v. 
Blaisdell, 200 U.S. 898, 426. 

The existence of the emergency of war is an essential condition of the validity 
of an exercise of the extraordinary powers necessary to meet a wartime emer 
gency. Thus, in time of war the Federal Government may exercise extraordinary 
powers which would be wholly inadmissible in time of peace. 

The power of the Government to exercise these extraordinary powers to meet 
the emergency of war, in derogation of the normal constitutional rights of citi 
zens and of the normal constitutional limitations upon federal activities, depends 
ordinarily upon whether a de facto, not a merely technical, state of war exists. 
Constitutional authority to exercise these extraordinary war powers, even dur- 
ing a state of actual war, depends upon necessity; and “As necessity creates the 
rule, so it limits its duration * * *.” Hae parte Milligan, 71 U. S. (4 Wall.) 
2, 127; United States v. Russell, 18 Wall. 6238, 627-8; Mitchell v. Harmony, 13 
How. 115, 154. 

Manifestly, federal construction and operation of power stations to generate 
electric energy for sale and supply to the public as a permanent policy, could 
not be justified as an exercise of the war powers. Only to meet the emergency 
of war, if at all, could the Federal Government, under its war powers, construct 
and operate hydro or fuel burning power stations to generate electric energy to 
supply the public or other than for its own consumption. Plainly, the Federal! 
Government could not, under its war powers, justfy such undertakings in time 
of peace. 


III 


THE TAXING CLAUSE, OR SO-CALLED POWER TO TAX AND SPEND FOR THE GENERAL 
WELFARE, VESTS NO CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY IN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO 
ENGAGE IN THE PRODUCTION AND SALE OF ELECTRIC ENERGY AS A FEDERAL ENTER- 
PRISE 


The taxing clause of the Constitution reads: 


“The Congress shall have power—To lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts, 
and excises, to pay the debts and provide for the common defense and gen- 
eral welfare of the United States; but all duties, imposts, and excises, shall 
be uniform throughout the United States; (Const. Art. I, Sec. 8, Cl. 1). 
[Emphasis supplied. ] 


The issue here is not with respect to the existence or extent of federal con- 
stitutional authority, by a statute operative throughout the United States, to 
make loans or grants to States, their political subdivisions or to private individ- 
uals, in order to promote the development of water resources. Instead, the 
question is: 


“Does Article I, Section 8, Clause 1, of the Constitution constitute authority 
for the Federal Government to construct hydro generating stations, by way 
of developing ‘water resources’ or otherwise, for the purpose of generating 
electric energy for sale or supply to the public as a federal enterprise?” 


The distinction is vital. Its maintenance is a sine qua non of the preserva- 
tion of our constitutional system. 

Even the construing of this clause is authorizing the Federal Government to 
tax, appropriate, and spend for purposes not within its enumerated powers, 
carries great hazards to the preservation of our constitutional system. 

However, if this clause were construed not only as authorizing the Federal 
Government to tax, appropriate and spend for purposes outside its enumerated 
powers but also to engage, as a federal enterprise, in any activity which enables 
the Federal Government to tax, appropriate and spend, then the Federal Gov- 
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ernment will have been converted, by the most expensive process conceivable, 
into a fully centralized government. For it must not be overlooked that under 
such a construction of this clause federal authority to take over industries or 
businesses would not be limited to the power industry. 

If the United States may constitutionally undertake to supply the needs for 
one article, or Commodity, or service, commonly used by the American people, 
it may undertake to supply their needs for all other articles, or commodities, or 
services commonly used by the American people. 

Practically every private industry, business, occupation, profession or calling 
promotes the general welfare. If this were enough to authorize the Federal 
Government not only to appropriate federal funds to promote them but also to 
authorize the Federal Government to engage in them as federal enterprises, 
then there is no practical limit to the private industries, businesses, or services 
which can be taken over by the Federal Government. 

A. The origin of and differences between the constructions of this clause by 
Madison and Hamilton.—Under Madison's construction, advanced on behalf ot 
proponents of the Constitution before its adoption and then and thereafter 
espoused by many other statesmen, this clause limits federal taxing and spending 
power to purposes which are not only within federal enumerated powers but 
also for the general welfare. 

Madison held that the clause plainly did not authorize the Federal Govern 
ment to tax, appropriate or spend for any purpose not within its granted powers 
but instead limited its taxing, appropriating, and spending power to purposes 
which were not only within its granted powers but also were for the general as 
distinguished from a local welfare. The Federalist, No. XLI (Lodge Ed.) 1. ce. 
257-8. 

Under Hamilton’s construction, advanced after the adoption of the Constitu- 
tion, this clause authorizes the Federal Government to spend, in order to pro 
mote the general welfare, for purposes not within its enumerated powers but 
not “to do any other thing.” . 

Hamilton said: 


“No objection ought to arise to this construction, from a supposition that 
it would imply a power to do whatever else should appear to Congress con 
ducive to the general welfare. A power to appropriate money with this 
latitude, which is granted, too, in express terms, would not carry a power 
to do any other thing not authorized in the Constitution, cither expressly 
or by implication.” (Const. Ed. 152.) [Emphasis supplied.] 


While Hamilton thus construed the Clause as authorizing the Federal Gov- 
ernment to appropriate and spend for purposes not within its enumerated powers, 
his construction imposed the following important limitations upon the power of 
the Federal Government under this Clause: 

First: The power of the Federal Government to appropriate and spend 
under this Clause is limited to appropriations and expenditures for the 
general as distinguished from a local welfare and statutes authorizing ap 
propriations and expenditures under this Clause must be operative in fact 
or by possibility throughout the nation. 

Second: The Clause does not grant constitutional authority “to do any 
other thing” than to appropriate and spend; and the Federal Government 
may “do any other thing” only when its doing is independently authorized in 
the Constitution expressly or by necessary implication. 


Those who subscribed to Hamilton’s interpretation recognized the same limita- 
tions. I. Story on the Constitution (Sth Ed.) 663. If. Story on the Constitution 
(Sth Ed.) 167. 1 Willoughby on the Constitution (2d Ed.) 98. 

B. When the issue was presented to the Supreme Court by the Butler case 
in 1936, the Court, in substance adopted Hamilton's interpretation, held that the 
clause authorizes the Federal Government to spend for purposes not within its 
enumerated powers but does not authorize it “to do any other thing.’—The fore- 
going dispute with respect to the proper interpretation of this Clause was not 
resolved by the Supreme Court until its decision in United States v. Butler (1936) 
297 U.S. 1. In that case the Government contended that constitutional authority 
for the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933 existed under Article I, Section &, 
Clause 1 of the Constitution. Broadly, this Act provided for levying a tax upon 
processors of agricultural commodities and appropriation of the proceeds for 
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payment, and for their actual payment, to farmers who would agree to reduce 
their acreage of certain crops. The court construed the Act as a regulation of 
agricultural production to which the tax was a mere incident (1. ¢. 61, 68), and 
held the Act, as so construed, unconstitutional. 

The Court in substance held that this Clause does not authorize the Federa| 
yovernment “to do any other thing” than to tax, appropriate, and spend for the 
general welfare; that in so doing a constitutional statute must be general, not 
local, and consequently operative throughout the nation; and that this Clause 
does not authorize the Government to exercise any regulatory power or to engage 
in any activity as a federal enterprise for which constitutional authority does not 
exist independently under some other granted power. 

C. The cases under the Social Security Act do not construe this Clause as 
authorizing the Federal Government to engage, as a federal enterprise, in any 
activity for which constitutional authority does not independently exist under 
some other power.—In Steward Machine Co. v. Davis, 301 U.S. 548, the plaintiff 
challenged the constitutionality of Title [IX of the Social Security Act which dealt 
with unemployment compensation. The Social Security Act authorized but did 
not make appropriations for Federal grants or payments to the States to assist 
them in providing old age benefits, unemployment compensation, aids to dependent 
children, aid for maternal and child welfare and aid to the blind. 42 U.S. C. 
58-5. The grants thus made available to all of the States were conditioned 
upon the States adopting satisfactory plans for furnishing these various types of 
assistance and, in the case of unemployment compensation, conditioned the 
grants upon the States’ depositing State funds, collected for unemployment insur- 
ance, in an unemployment trust fund established in the Federal Treasury. 42 
U. S. C. 1108, 1104. Contributions for unemployment compensation made by 
employers under approved State plans were credited against 90% of the federal 
tax. 42 U.S. C. 1102. 

The plaintiff alleged (1) that the tax levied upon employers violated the 
requirement for uniformity ; (2) that the tax involved an arbitrary and unlawful 
discrimination among employers; (3) that the tax involved coercion of the 
States in violation of the Tenth Amendment; and (4) that the statute required 
the States to surrender their sovereignty. The Court held that the tax did not 
violate the requirement of uniformity or involve an unreasonable Classification, 
that there was no coercion of the States or surrender of the essence of their 
Statehood and that the tax was a valid exercise of the power of the Federal 
Government to tax for the general welfare. 

In Helvering v. Davis, 301 U. 8S. 619, the plaintiff challenged the constitution- 
ality of Titles IT and VIIT of the Social Security Act, which Titles respectively 
provided for old-age benefits and levied taxes on employers and employees. The 
plaintiff challenged the constitutionality of these Titles upon substantially the 
same grounds as those urged with respect to Title IX in Steward vy. Davis, supra. 
The Court sustained the validity of Titles Il and VIII of the Act principally by 
citing Steward Machine Co. v. Davis, supra. It added that the action of the 
Congress, in concluding that taxing and spending to assist the States in provid- 
ing old-age benefits was for the general welfare, could not be said to be “clearly 
wrong” or a “display of arbitrary power” (1. c. 640). 

Plainly in the foregoing cases, the Federal Government had not done “any 
other thing” than to tax and spend for the general welfare. Clearly, these de- 
cisions furnish no authority for the Government to engage in the production 
and commercial sale of electric energy in connection with the development of 
water resources or otherwise. 

D. The cases dealing with low cost housing and slum clearance do not con- 
strue this Clause as authorizing the Federal Government to engage, as a federal 
enterprise, in any activity for which constitutional authority does not otherwise 
independently erist.—A line of cases dealing with various activities of the Fed- 
eral Government in the field of low cost housing or stum clearance is sometimes 
cited, erroneously, as supporting a claim of constitutional authority for the 
Federal Government not merely to tax and spend for the general welfare, but 
also to engage, directly as a federal enterprise, in any activity which will si- 
multaneously involve expenditure of federal funds and promote the general wel- 
fare. Since the establishment and conduct of all private enterprise involves the 
expenditure of money and promotes the general welfare, some conclude that 
the Federal Government may engage in any and every type of private enter- 
prise. 
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While there have been a number of cases in the lower courts in the housing 
field,’ only one has reached the Supreme Court. Cleveland vy. United States, 
328 U.S. 329. This case.related to the constitutionality of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 which provides only for federal loans and contributions. In 
this case, the Supreme Court decided together appeals from three lower courts, 
the major issue being whether the land held by the United States was tax 
exempt. 

In the Cleveland case, the only points decided were that the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 is constitutional and that Congress may exempt property, 
the title to which is in the United States or its agencies, from State taxation. 

Upon the authority of United States v. Butler, supra, Steward Machine Co. 
vy. Davis, supra, and Helvering v. Davis, supra, the court held in the Cleveland 
case that the Housing Act of 1937 is constitutional. Both the language of the 
Act and the decisions upon which the Supreme Court relied make clear that this 
decision did not sanction anything more than the making of loans and grants 
for the general welfare. 

BE. Remarks of the Supreme Court in United States v. Gerlach Company, 339 
U.S. 725, are obiter dictum.—lIn the Gerlach case, the plaintiff sought to recover 
“just compensation” for certain riparian water rights on the San Joaquin River, 
recognized by California, of which it allegedly had been deprived by the con- 
struction of Friant Reservoir, one of a number of reservoir projects (some miul- 
tiple purpose and some only for flood control) included in the California Cen- 
tral Valley project. In 1955, the Friant reservoir had been purportedly author- 
ized, and funds for its construction allotted, under the ERA Act of 1935 with a 
proviso that the funds should be reimbursable under the Reclamation Act of 
1902 as amended. 

The Solicitor General contended that Congress had authorized the Central 
Valley project “under the commerce power, as a measure for control over 
navigation” (loc. cit. 731); and that the Government “does not have to com- 
pensate for destruction of riparian interests over which at the point of conflict 
it has a superior navigation easement the exercise of which occasions the dam- 
age’ (loc. cit. T36). 

The plaintiff contended, among other things, that, “although improvement of 
navigation was one objective of the Central Valley undertaking as a whole,” 
the Friant project “had no purpose or effect except for irrigation and reclama- 
tion” (loc. cit. 731) ; that the Friant project “was wholly unrelated to navigation 
ends and could not be controlled by the general Congressional declaration of 
purpose” (loc. cit. 736) ; and that the Congress, by directing that the work should 
be carried on, and that all water rights recognized by State law should be 
acquired, under the Reclamation Act of 1902 and by making repeated appropria- 
tions to pay compensation for such rights, had recognized and created a statutory 
right to compensation in the plaintiff whether or not compensation would have 
been required under the Constitution (loc. cit. 734). 

After stating the facts and the contentions of the parties, the Court held that 
“we do not reach the constitutional issues thus posed’’; that “we need not here 
pass upon any question of constitutional power” (loc. cit. 737); that “Whether 
Congress could have chosen to have taken claimants’ rights by the exercise of 
its dominant navigation servitude is immaterial”; that the Congressional direc- 
tion “fo proceed under the Reclamation Act of 1902,” could not be twisted into 
“an election on the part of Congress under its navigation power to take such 
rights without compensation”; and that “whether required to do so or not, 
Congress elected to recognize any State-created rights and to take them under 
its power of eminent domain” (loc. cit. 739). 

The plaintiff did not challenge the constitutional authority of the Congress to 
authorize the project. Instead plaintiff's claim necessarily rested upon the 
theory that the Federal Government had constitutionally taken its property ‘and 
thereby subjected itself to an obligation to make just compensation under the 
Fifth Amendment. 


1 United States v. Certain Lands in the City of Louisville (C. C. A. 6, 1935), 78 F. (2d) 
684; Sanders v. Oklahoma City (1937), 19 F. Supp. 50. aff'd. 94 F. (2d) 323; Bastian v. 
United States (C. C. A. 6, 1941), 118 F. (2d) 777; United States v. Milweaukee, 49 F. 
Supp. 436, aff'd. 140 F. (2d) 286 (1944). 
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Nevertheless, the writer of the opinion, after expressly stating that m 
question of constitutional authority were reached or required decision, inserted 
the following observation : . 

“On the contrary, Congress’ general direction of purpose we think was 
intended to help meet any objection to its constitutional power to undertake 
this big bundle of big projects. The custom of invoking the navigation 
power in authorizing improvements appears to have had its origin when 
the power of the Central Government to make internal improvements was 
contested and in doubt. It was not until 1986 that this Court in United 
States v. Butler, 297 U. S. 1, declared for the first time, and without dissent 
on this point, that, in conferring power upon Congress to tax ‘to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defense and general Welfare of the 
United States, the Constitution delegates a power separate and distinct 
from those later enumerated, and one not restricted by them, and that Con- 
cress has a substantive power to tax and appropriate for the general wel 
fare, limited only by the requirement that it shall be exercised for the 
common benefit as distinguished from some mere local purpose. If any 
doubt of this power remained, it was laid to rest the following year in 
Helvering v. Davis, 301 U. 8. 619, 640. Thus the power of Congress to pro 
mote the general welfare through large-scale projects for reclamation, 
irrigation, or other internal improvement, is now as clear and ample as its 
power to accomplish the same results indirectly through resort to strained 
interpretation of the power over navigation. But in view of this back 
ground we think that reference to the navigation power was in justification 
of federal action on the whole, not for effect on private rights at every 
location along each component project.” (1. ¢. 737-8). [Emphasis supplied. | 


The foregoing observation begins with the unusual and startling suggestion 
that the Congressional declaration of purposes had not been made in good faith 
but as a subterfuge to camouflage what the Congress believed or feared to be 
an unconstitutional act. Moreover, if the writer really intended the under- 
lined sentence to state that the Butler and Davis cases construed the tax clause 
as authorizing the Government directly to undertake projects (instead of merely 
granting authority to spend) for the general welfare, then the sentence goes 
far beyond the writer's own interpretation of those cases in the two preceding 
sentences and is a patent non sequitur. Accordingly, it is open to doubt whether 
the writer of the opinion intended the underlined sentence to be so construed 
or understood. 

However, if the underlined sentence in the foregoing quotation was intended 
to be understood as so construing the taxing clause, it is plainly an obiter dictum- 
an observation by the writer of the opinion upon a question not presented for, 
or requiring, decision. Not only did neither party raise such a question but 
the Court expressly held that no constitutional question was reached or required 
decision (loc. cit. 737). Under long settled principles, an obiter dictum does 
not constitute a precedent. Great Northern Ry vy. United States, 315 U. S. 262, 
279; Williams v. United States, 289 U. S. 553, 568: Union Tank Line Co, v. 
Wright, 249 U. S. 275, 284, 286;Harriman v. Great Northern Ry., 197 U.S. 244, 291: 
Johnston v. County Court, 96 U. S. 211. Obiter dicta “are neither authoritative 
nor persuasive.” McLaren vy. Fleischer, 256 U. S. 477, 482. 

Moreover, if the underlined sentence in the foregoing quotation from the Ger- 
lach opinion were intended to construe the taxing clause as authorizing the 
Federal Government to do anything more than to spend for the general welfare, 
it would be wholly unsupported by United States v. Butler, 297 U.S. 1, and Hel- 
vering Vv. Davis, 301 U. 8S. 619, upon which decisions the conclusion purports to 
be based. Plainly, the Butler case did nothing more than adopt the construc- 
tion of Hamilton and Story and hold that authority of the Federal Government 
to spend is not limited to purposes within its enumerated powers; and the de- 
cision plainly negatives any federal authority under the taxing clause directly 
to engage, as federal enterprises, in undertakings for which constitutional 
authority does not independently exist under other granted powers. 

F. Applying the foregoing principles to the power industry, the taring and 
spending clause plainly does not authorize the Federal Government to engage in 
producing electric energy for commercial sale as a federal enterprise.—The con- 
struction and operation by the Federal Government of hydroelectric or thermo- 
electric plants for the generation of electric energy for sale to the public, whether 
in connection with the development of water resources or otherwise, would go 
far beyond taxing, appropriating, and spending for the general welfare. To con- 
strue the taxing and spending clause as authorizing the Federal Government 
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to engage in such activities would be in the teeth of the interpretation of the 
clause as espoused by Hamilton, Story, Monroe, and finally adopted by the 
Supreme Court in the Butler case. 

The distinction between construing the taxing and spending clause as author- 
izing the Federal Government merely to spend for the general and construing 
that clause as authorizing the United States to engage in undertakings not fall- 
ing within any other enumerated federal power, is vital to the preservation of our 
constitutional system, Manifestly, if it were true that the taxing and spending 
clause authorizes the Government to engage in the power business as a federal 
enterprise, the Government would also be authorized by that clause to engage 
in any and every other type of private enterprise, upon the postulate that it could 
thereby Simultaneously spend the taxpayers’ money and promote the general 
welfare, 


IV 


rHE POWER “TO DISPOSE OF * * * PROPERTY BELONGING TO THE UNITED STATES” 
VESTS NO CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY IN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO CON- 
STRUCT AND OPERATE POWER STATIONS TO GENERATE ELECTRICITY FOR COMMERCIAL 
SALE OR SUPPLY TO THE PUBL 


Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitution reads: 

“2. The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all needful 
rules and regulations respecting the territory or other property belonging 
to the United States: and nothing in this Constitution shall be so construed 
as to prejudice any claims of the United States, or of any particular State.” 
{Emphasis supplied. ] 

A. Constitutional authority to dispose of federal property does not authorize 
the acquisition of property for commercial sale or resale to the public; and no 
constitutional authority for new or future federal programs for the development 
of power exists thereunder.—The question whether, and if so to what extent, the 
Federal Government may constitutionally participate in new or future programs 
for development of the water resources of the States by canstructing and operat- 
ing, as federal enterprises, hydro or fuel-burning power stations to generate 
electric energy for commercial sale to the public, manifestly is not one of dis- 
posal of government property. Instead, it is a question of whether the United 
States may constitutionally acquire such property for such a purpose. 

Before constitutional authority to dispose of federal property arises or comes 
into operation, the property must have been constitutionally acquired by the 
Government. Ashwander vy. TVA, 297 U. S. 288, 326-30, 337-8, 340: United 
States v. Allegheny County, 322 U. S. 174, 182. But plainly, the constitutional 
authority to dispose of federal property does not serve to authorize the United 
States to acquire property merely so that it may in turn exercise its constitu- 
tional power to dispose of that property. Ashirander y. TVA, supra, 1. ¢. 326, 
340; License Tax Cases, 72 U.S. (5 Wall.) 462, 471. 

It inescapably follows that the constitutional authority to dispose of federal 
property is not a source of Federal authority to acquire or construct and operate 
new power stations of any kind, and a@ fortiori a system of such stations, to 
generate electric energy for commercial sale to the public. 

B. Mere ownership of property does not authorize the Federal Government 
to acquire other property or to engage in an undertaking for which federal con- 
stitutional authority does not independently exist under some other granted 
power.—It has sometimes been asserted that the United States has “the rights 
of an ordinary proprietor” and that, consequently, the United States may put its 
property to any use for which the property could be used by a private owner, and, 
among other things, may “improve” its property and enhartce its value. From 
this premise it is argued that, where the Federal Government has constitution- 
ally aequired, and has for sale, hydroelectric energy in excess of its needs, the 
Federal Government, in the guise of improving its property, may acquire or 
construct hydroelectric power stations in order to increase the amount and value 
of the electric energy which it has for sale. The premise is fallacious; but, even 
if the premise were sound, it would not support the conclusion. 

The United States does not have “the rights of an ordinary proprietor” in the 
sense that it may engage in any and every business or undertaking for which 
the property could be used by a private owner. While the United States has 
“the rights of an ordinary proprietor” for the purposes of maintaining its pos- 
session, prosecuting trespassers, selling or withholding its property from sale 
and fixing the terms of sale, these rights fall far short of empowering the Fed- 
eral Government to engage in any business or undertaking for which such prop- 
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erty could be used by a private owner. Where the Supreme Court has said that 
the Federal Government has “the rights of an ordinary proprietor,” the stat 
ment has been made in relation, and is limited, to such subjects as those above 
described. 

Thus, in Camfield vy. United States, 167 U. S. 518, where the Government sue: 
to enjoin the defendants from unlawfully using public lands, the court said that 
with respect to public lands “the Government has * * *_ the rights of an 
ordinary proprietor to maintain its possession and to prosecute trespassers”, to 
“sell or withhold them from sale” and to “grant them in aid of railways or other 
public enterprises” (1. e. 524). 

In Light v. United States, 220 U. S. 523, where the Government sued to enjoin 
the defendants from grazing cattle on public lands without a permit, the court 
held that the Federal Government has “the rights of an ordinary proprietor to 
maintain its possession and prosecute trespassers,” to sell or withhold public 
Jands from sale and to “prohibit absolutely or fix the terms upon which its prop 
erty may be used”; that it holds all public lands in trust for the people of the 
whole country; and that in administering this trust it may disestablish a forest 
reserve “and devote the property to some other national and public purpose” 
(J. ¢. 586-7). 

In Ruddy vy. Rossi, 248 U. S. 104, the court, with a strong expression of doubt 
by Justice Holmes, held that it was within the discretion of Congress to exempt 
homestead grants from execution for previously incurred debts “in order 
promptly to dispose of public lands and bring about their permanent occupation 
and development” (1. ¢. 107). 

In United States vy. San Francisco, 310 U. S. 16, 29-30, the court held that the 
Congress, in granting water rights upon public lands, could provide that the 
grantee should not sell or sublet the water or electric energy produced from the 
water except to a municipality or municipal water district or irrigation district. 

Manifestly, none of the foregoing decisions furnish the slightest support for 
the proposition that the Federal Government under the power to dispose of 
federal property may acquire property. 

C. The Reclamation cases do not support the argument that the power to 
dispose of property includes the power to acquire property.—It has been argued 
that United States v. Hanson (C. C. A. 9) 167 Fed. 881 (1909) and Burley v. 
United States (C. C. A. 9), 179 Fed. 1 (1910), support the proposition that, 
under the power to dispose of federal property, the United States has constitu 
tional authority to construct generating plants to supplement the supply, and 
increase the value, of surplus hydroelectric energy to which the United States 
has theretofore constitutionally acquired title. Even if such an interpretation 
of the decisions of that Federal Circuit Court were not foreclosed by the 
authorities and principles hereinbefore cited and stated, the argument would 
still be untenable. 

In the reclamation cases it was not claimed or held that the Government 
could acquire additional lands upon the theory that the demand for cheap public 
lands exceeded the supply or that the Federal Government could thereby realize 
more on the sale of its property. In carrying out a reclamation project the 
Federal Government has no constitutional authority to acquire land for re 
sale in order to reduce the cost of the project or otherwise. Brown vy. United 
States, 263 U. S. 78, 81-4. See also opinion below. United States v. Brown, 
279 Fed. 168, 169-71. Much less was it claimed or held in the reclamation cases 
that the Government could acquire additional lands or other property for the 
purpose of engaging or continuing in a business as a permanent enterprise 
In fact, the reclaimed lands were required to be opened for immediate entry by 
private individuals. 

CONCLUSION 


The Federal Government is one of delegated, enumerated, and limited powers 
Consequently, it is without constitutional authority to engage in any under 
taking for which authority may not be found in its enumerated powers. The 
enumerated powers sometimes urged as potential sources of constitutional au 
thority for the Federal Government directly to engage as a federal undertaking, 
in the production or purchase of electric energy for commercial sale to the 
public, to-wit, the commerce power, the war powers, the tax clause, and the 
power to dispose of federal property, do not severally or collectively furnish any 
constitutional authority for the Federal Government to engage in the produc- 
tion or purchase of electric energy for commercial sale or supply to the public 
except under the circumstances and to the extent hereinafter stated. 
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(1) No constitutional authority exists under the commerce clause to con- 
struct and operate power plants to generate electric energy for commercial 
sale or supply to the public except in so far as may be necessary to convert into 
electric energy (for the purpose of disposal) surplus water power which there- 
tofore has been created as the inevitable incident of the operation of structures 
erected in a valid exercise of the authority granted by the commerce clause, such 
as a havigation dam. 

(2) No constitutional authority exists under the war powers for the Federal 
Government to engage, us a federal undertaking, in the construction and 
operation of generating stations to produce electric energy, or in the purchase 
of electric energy, for commercial sale or supply to the public. 

(3) While the tax clause authorizes the Federal Government to tax and 
spend for purposes not Within its enumerated powers, the tux clause does not 
authorize the Federal Government “to do any other thing’; and the Federal 
Government, under the tax clause, has no constitutional authority to engage, as 
a federal enterprise, in any undertaking for which constitutional authority does 
not otherwise independently exist under some granted power. Consequently, 
the Government has no constitutional authority under the tax clause to engage 
in the production or purchase of electric energy for Commercial sale. 

(4) Federal constitutional authority to dispose of federal property does not 
authorize the Federal Government to acquire by purchase property, such as 
electric energy, or to construct hydro or thermo power stations to generate elec- 
tric energy for commercial sale to the public, whether as an independent under- 
tuking or in connection with the disposal of other electric energy theretofore 
constitutionally acquired by the Government. 


ExHIpir No. 2 


SUMMARY, STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. DittMeR, POWER MANAGER, BONNEVILLE 
POWER ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, IN Support or H. R. 
5748 
H. R. 5748 should be enacted now and Hells Canyon Dam authorized for the 

following reasons: 

1. Hells Canyon Dam will provide electric power and benefits of flood control 
and navigation in amounts and at costs more favorable than any practical alter- 
native. It will also contribute to the development of irrigation on a scale not 
possible without financial aid. The Idaho Power Co. has applied to the Federal 
Power Commission to license a low dam that would make impossible the high 
Hells Canyon Dam and would deprive the country forever of the greater bene- 
fits. A choice has to be made in the near future. The issue should be decided 
from the point of view of which dam and which policies will provide the most 
benefits and not who should build the dam. 

The proposal of the Idaho Power Co. to develop the reaches of the Snake River 
in which Hells Canyon lies would sacrifice a major part of the power that can 
be produced through complete development of the Hells Canyon project. In 
the current Federal power program, called phase C-2, the amount of prime power 
which would accrue is 1,124,000 kilowatts if Hells Canyon Dam is built. In the 
period of the same Federal program the increased amount of power which 
could be developed by the dams of the Idaho Power Co. is 530,000) kilowatts 
of prime power, assuming that all five potential dams would be built, even though 
application has been made for license to construct only one dam. 

The difference between the two proposals represents a loss of 594,000 kilowatts 
of prime power if the private company development prevails 

Experience from the sale of power from Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dams 
indicates the kinds of losses in benefits to be expected from a loss of 594,000 prime 
kilowatts. On the average, out of 594,000 kilowatts of prime power, about one 
third would be utilized in diversified manufacturing, one-third in electro-process 
industries, such as production of metals and phosphorus, and one-third in resi- 
dential, farm, and commercial establishments. Such a usage would support an 
estimated 35,000 jobs in manufacturing, with an annual earning power of $140.- 
000,000 in salaries and wages. Service industries would employ at least another 
35,000 workers and add at least another $100,000,000 in annual salaries, wages, 
and other income. The estimated manufactured product produced would be 
an annual average of about $700,000,000 of industrial commodities of various 
sorts This electric power would also stimulate estimated sales of residential, 
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agricultural, and commercial electric appliances and equipment having an aggre- 
gate value of about $1,000,000,000, 

Furthermore, the Federal Government itself would obtain at least $45,000,000 
in income and excess-profits taxes annually. 

This is a partial inventory of the annual economic loss incident to the proposal 
which the Idaho Power Co. and its adherents bring to this congressional com 
mittee in urging that Congress decree that the Pacific Northwest lose the annual 
economic advantages of 594,000 kilowatts of prime power. 

These estimated economic losses are likewise an approximate indication of 
the extent to which private enterprise would be retarded in the region, including 
the State of Idaho. 

Within Idaho itself, a specific case may be cited in the prevention of the pro- 
vram of two farm organizations to produce phosphorus and high-concentrate 
phosphate fertilizer. These two organizations serve 1,600,000 farmers in 17 
Midwestern and Western States. They propose to build with private capital 
two phosphorus-fertilizer plants having an investment of about $30,000,000, 
direct employment of 900 workers, total output annually of 275,000 tons of high- 
concentrate fertilizer, and estimated savings to farmers of $15 to $23 per ton of 
high-concentrate fertilizer, or $4,900,000 to $5,400,000 per year for all farmer 
members. These benefits would not be possible under the rates charged by the 
private power companies. These plants will require about 86,000 kilowatts of 
firm power, an amount not now available in southern Idaho. The possible 
loss of such Vast benefits to the national farm economy, as well as to the State 
of Idaho, is a most critical matter. Attached are letters from the two farm or- 
ganizations giving the breakdown of the foregoing figures and asserting the 
dependence of the programs upon Hells Canyon power. 

2. Hells Canyon Dam is a necessary and feasible multipurpose project which 
would benefit the Pacific Northwest and the Nation by contributing to power, 
flood control, irrigation, navigation, and recreation. It is the only remainnig 
major reservoir project in the current program of the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Corps of Engineers for development of the Columbia River system not 
yet authorized by Consyress. This reservoir program has been fully endorsed in 
principle through congressional acceptance of the basic plan. 

The main flood-ccntrol plan of the Army engineers for the Columbia River 
system calls for storage of 27 million acre-feet. Hells Canyon Dam would 
provide 3,880,000 of this total. The Army engineers estimate that the annual 
value of flood control will be worth $1,459,800, and the capitalized value 
$37,561,000. They expect benefits to navigation to occur both downstream and 
in the Hells Canyon Reservoir with an annual value of $189,000 and a capitalized 
value of $4,868,000. The Bureau of Reclamation estimates the total cost of the 
dam and related facilities at $356,000,000, of which $313,000,000 would be charged 
to power. The balance would cover flood control, navigation, and $1,000,000 
for the cost of recreation facilities. 

3. From the standpoint of power alone, Hells Canyon Dam is needed (a) to 
meet the electric-power requirements of the region and to alleviate the long-run 
power shortage; (4) to support the expansion of industries essential to the 
national defense; (¢) to contribute to the general industrial development and 
employment in the region: and (d) to stimulate the large-scale decelopment 
of the Idaho phosphate resources and thereby to cause a major growth of the 
phosphate fertilizer industry of the country and wide benefits to agriculture. 

Of the 1,124,000 additional prime kilowatts credited to Hells Canyon Dam, 
688,000 would be generated at the plant during the draw-down period and 
436,000 would be obtained from downstream dams of the phase C-2 system 
and through integration of the entire power system. These figures cannot be 
disputed successfully, and are based upon exhaustive engineering analyses 
made by the Bureau of Reclamation and Bonneville Power Administration. 

All of this power will be necessary, and none of it can be foregone without 
detriment to the region. Existing dams and those under construction, both Fed- 
eral and non-Federal, will not provide enough power in the next 10 years to 
meet all of the expected requirements, including that for new industry. It is 
estimated that the region will require by 1960-61 6,000,000 average additional 
kilowatts, or 750,000 per year. 

The aluminum industry of the region in 1951 contributed about 44 percent of 
the national output of aluminum, One-fourth of this, or 10 percent of the 
national output, was served with interruptible power. The present defense 
program has required a further increase in the amount of interruptible power 
assigned to aluminum and magnesium. This will total about 400,000 kilowatts 
by 1957-58. It is vital, from a security point of view, that this power be firmed 
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up. This can be done without depriving other users of power by 1960-61 only 
through additional power supplies not yet authorized. ; 

4. Hells Canyon Dam is the one project which will develop the full potential- 
itv of the Hells Cayon stretch of the Snake River (1) with the greatest 
efficiency, (2) with the greatest economy to the power consumers, (3) with 
the least waste of the river’s available (@) storage, (0) prime power, and 
(¢c) flood-control potentialities. 

This project involves a minimum of conflict with other interests. There are 
no serious fish problems, no difficult or expensive relocations of highways or 
railroads, negligible damage to improved or tillable lands, and damage to 
existing or known potential mining development of little consequence. 

Power from Hells Canyon Dam would be used largely to serve southern Idaho. 
It would be delivered into that area at much less most, and at much lower rates 
than power brought in from Utah or generated in Idaho by the Idaho Power 
Co. The generation cost of the incremental system salable firm power added 
by Hells Canyon would be $11.99 per kilowatt-year. The delivered cost of such 
firm power would be within a total of $22.50 per kilowatt-year, a figure that is 
expected to be the maximum required if any rate increase is necessary for 
Federal power in 1954. 

The studies of the Army engineers show conclusively that Hells Canyon Dam 
is essential to the two best plans considered involving other dams on tributaries 
of the Suake River. The over-all best plan combines Hells Canyon Dam and 
Nez Perce Dam, the latter below the junction of the Salmon with the Snake. 
But the latter cannot be built at present until problems are solved affecting the 
Salmon, Whereas Hells Canyon Dam can be constructed now. 

5. Hells Canyon Dam is the only project proposed for the immediate devel- 
opment of the middle Snake River which will, provide financial support for irriga- 
tion. Without such financial support, no large-scale irrigation projects appear to 
be feasible in southern Idaho, either through private investment or under the 
Federal reclamation laws. The point has generally been reached where low-cost 
irrigation opportunities that can pay their own way without financial support 
have already been developed. No other project proposed for Federal develop- 
ment which would be able to furnish this financial support could be constructed 
without extensive investigations in the field and further planning. 

H. R. 5748 would provide financial support for the Mountain Home irrigation 
project if it is authorized later. The Garden Valley Reservoir of the project 
would store 843,000 acre-feet, which, through integration with the storage in 
Cascade and Anderson Ranch Reservoirs, would irrigate 192,000 acres of new 
land. Other Federal irrigation developments in the Snake River Basin could 
be similarly aided by Hells Canyon power revenues upon authorization by the 
Congress. 

6. The power from the project will be sold through the Bonneville Power Ad 
ministration along with that of other Federal hydroelectric projects in the Pacific 
Northwest at rates which will completely pay back to the Federal Treasury the 
investment in power facilities, with interest. 

Because Hells Canyon Dam would be part of the entire Federal power sys 
tem, and will contribute downstream power benefits, the costs of generating 
and transmitting power would be totaled with other system costs. Power rates 
would recover all system costs, including costs of power from Hells Canyon 
Dam. The cost of power credited to this dam would be less than the average 
cost of power from other dams already authorized by the Congress but not yet 
constructed. 

Some of the arguments advanced by the opponents of the Hells Canyon project 
and replies thereto are as follow: 

1, Agreement: Opponents assert that the construction of Hells Canyon Dam 
would hinder the proposed development of the central Snake River by the Idaho 
Power Co, This proposal consists ultimately of five run-of-river power plants 
Which would have a system capability of 530,000 kilowatts of prime power added 
to the Pacific Northwest. 

Reply: As explained in detail hereinbefore, the five run-of-river plants, which 
would add only 530,000 prime kilowatts to the power capability of the region, 
are inferior to the Hells Canyon project which would add 1,124,000 prime kilo- 
watts of system capability. 

2. Argument: Opponents argue that the Hells Canyon project does not in- 
clude immediate authorization of an irrigation development nor the Mountain 
Home reclamation project. 

Reply: Private development, which is the alternative to the Hells Canyon 
project, will make no provision whatever for aid to irrigation, while Hells Can- 
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yon Dam will provide the basis for financial aid for ultimate irrigation develop 
ments, such as the Mountain Home project, which may be authorized later by 
the Congress.” The scale of possible irrigation development in southern Idaho 
under the Hells Canyon proposal (H. R. 5748), will be much larger than that 
from any practical conceivable plan that could be proposed for development of 
this stretch of the river. 

3. Argument: Opponents allege that, with the development of irrigation 
in the upper Snake Basin, the water supply would be depleted so that Hells 
Canyon Dam will not have the power capability attributed to it by its advocates. 

Reply: In computing the power capability of the Hells Canyon project, the 
Department of the Interior has assumed that the past trend of irrigation de 
velopment in the upper Snake Basin will continue in the future. The project 
will be feasible under that or any other supportable assumption as to irrigation 
development in that area. The Corps of Engineers, after making their own in 
dependent studies of the effect of future irrigation, stated: “The fears of local 
interests that there would be inadequate water supplies for both irrigation and 
power were pot confirmed by this analysis of the future development. Any 
conflict between irrigation and other uses that might conceivably exist under 
multiple-purpose river development with hold-over storage, would probably 
exist to equal or greater degree under development by low dams dependent 
upon run-of-river flow without storage.” 

4. Argument: Opponents claim that with the future development of the Fed 
eral system the construction of major projects will bring about a new phase 
in the power development of the Pacific Northwest in which cyclical storage 
projects, such as Hells Canyon Dam, will have lesser power capabilities, this 
condition resulting in a reduction of the prime-power capability of Hells Canyon 
Dam from an increment of 1,124,000: kilowatts in the present program (phase C—2 
system) to an increment of 715,500 kilowatts in phase D, some 20 to 25 years 
hence. 

Reply: As the Columbia River becomes more fully regulated, such as it 
would be under the assumed phase D level of power development, addition of 
the same amount of storage would result in a lesser addition of prime power 
capability to the system than it would under the phase C level of development, 
of which Hells Canyon will be a part. There is no assurance that this condi- 
tion will ever be reached. However, even if the phase D system is to be con 
structed it would not affect the feasibility of the Hells Canyon project. As each 
new project is added to the system after Hells Canyon Dam, it will be examined 
to determine the additional prime power it would add to the capability of the 
then authorized system, which would include Hells Canyon with its capability 
as stated in the testimony we have presented. The construction of a new project 
does not make it necessary or desirable that a reanalysis of existing projects be 
made just as we did not reanalyze the feasibility of Grand Coulee Dam when 
Chief Joseph Dam was under study, or the feasibility of Hungry Horse Dam when 
we studied Hells Canyon. The feasibility of each new dam will have to rest 
upon the net addition it makes to the system including Hells Canyon Dam. As 
the period of time represented by phase D approaches, there will be some 
diminishing of the power output of Hells Canyon because of irrigation deple- 
tions. This is entirely separate from the above argument, and has been taken 
into account. Also, it must be pointed out that even with full development 
of irrigation, the water flow to Hells Canyon Dam will still be identical with 
that to the private dams. The latter would have no advantage. On the other 
hand, Hells Canyon Dam would still be superior to the five private dams hecause 
of the benefits from regulated storage, in power. flood control, and navigation. 

5. Argument: Opponents contend that the reduction of the power potential 
of Hells Canyon in phase D will make it impossible for the Hells Canyon project 
to pay out on the basis claimed for it by its advocates. 

Reply: If the phase C system were not enlarged during the pay-out period of 
Hells Canyon Dam the investment would be paid out with only a moderate in- 
crease over present rates. As the system is expanded, each increment must be 
analyzed on its merits and if costs of additions increase, as they well may, then 
rates will be adjusted so that revenues to be obtained from the power which will 
be produced by all projects in the system will be adequate to pay out existing 
projects, Hells Canyon and all additional projects which may be added later. 
According to our estimates, the costs of power added to the system by Hells 
Canyon Dam will be much less than the costs of power from the five private dams. 
The power rates, likewise, will be much lower. 

6. Argument: Opponents insist that the Hells Canyon bill gives no adequate 
protection for future water rights. 
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Reply: It is our view that the bill as introduced does provide full protection 
to future water rights. If a more explicit provision can be written which would 
he agreeable to the several States involved, the Department of the Interior would 
immediately concur in an amendment reflecting such agreement. 

7. Argument : Opponents have made proposals for construction of other projects 
such as a revised Mountain Sheep Dam and a dam at Kooskia on the Clearwater 
River, as superior to Hells Canyon Dam for flood control and power. 

Reply: The studies of the Army engineers that have been made indicate that 
Hells Canyon Dam is the best project for next authorization; that it is a part 
of the best two plans for ultimate development of this region of the Snake River ; 
and that the power from it is more economical than that of the other proposals. 
Kooskia project is not an alternative for Hells Canyon, since it can be built, and 
indeed, in all probability should be built, as an addition to the Federal system, 
even if Hells Canyon Dam is also built. 


PAcTFIC SUPPLY COOPERATIVE, 
Walla Walla, Wash., May 22, 1982. 
Mr. W. A. DirTMeR, 
icting Administrator, Bonneville Power Administration, 
Portland 8, Oreg. 

DEAR Mr. Dirrmer: This will acknowledge your letter inquiring as to our 
intentions with respect to the development of phosphate fertilizer manufacturing 
facilities in southern Idaho. 

As you are probably aware, Western Fertilizer Association, which is owned 
by seven large farm cooperatives in Oregon, Washington, Idaho, and Utah, has 
under lease with the Department of Interior some 1,800 acres of phosphate lands 
which contain, according to our geologist, approximately 100,000,000 tons of 
phosphate rock, much of which is high grade. We have already developed our 
mining operations and are now stockpiling some rock which we hope to be in 
a position to process as quickly as possible. Pacific Supply Cooperative has 
upproximately 47 percent of the total capital presently invested in Western 
Fertilizer, and we doubtless will take a very large percentage of the finished 
product once the processing facilities are constructed. 

In replying to your first question as to whether or not we expect to erect a 
furnace plant to produce phosphate fertilizer, definitely that is our plan, providing 
low-cost power can be made available in the rock area at around 21% or 3 mills. 

We would expect to start with one 25,000-ton furnace making triple-super or 
calcium metaphosphate as market requirements would dictate, and would expect 
to add to these furnaces from time to time until we will have a total production 
capacity of from 100,000 to 125,000 tons annually of either triple-super or calcium 
metaphosphate. 

According to our technical men, each furnace which is capable of producing 
25,000 tons of triple superphosphate requires from 7,000 to 8,000 kilowatts of 
power. On this basis, a 125,000-ton plant would take from 35,000 to 40,000 kilo- 
watts; possibly a little more. 

We expect the investment required in both the mine and processing facilities, 
in the initial beginning, to be approximately $4,000,000 and the total capital in- 
vestment when the plant is completed to its maximum capacity would probably 
reach $10,000,000 or $12,000,000 depending, of course, on future construction 
costs, 

The number of people employed by us in the mining, processing and handling 
of the finished product would probably be a minimum of 150 men to begin with, 
and should ultimately run from 250 to 300. 

The cooperatives who own Western Fertilizer serve approximately 150,000 
farmers in the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Utah, and western Montana. 
Based on the constant growth in new members which has taken place during the 
last 10 years, this number should increase substantially in the course of the next 
10. 

Presently, there is an acute shortage of triple superphosphate throughout the 
Northwest. This situation is due to very limited manufacturing facilities in the 
Northwest to produce triple superphosphate and the terrific increase in the use 
of phosphate as well as nitrogen fertilizer during the last 10 years here in the 
Pacific Northwest. A few thousand tons of triple super have been shipped into 
the area by my company from TVA, and from Florida, the product costing the 
farmer from $65 to $70 per ton depending on location. 
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Our technical men who made a careful survey of the situation 2 years ago 
based on construction costs at that time, projected the manufacturing cost at the 
plant in bulk, and based on a 100,000-ton plant capacity, of $35 per ton. To this 
price, of course, it will be necessary to add freight to various points of distribu- 
tion in the four Northwest States which should vary from $3 to $9 a ton. In the 
light of these figures, it seems safe to predict that a saving on a ton of triple 
superphosphate to the farmers of from $15 to $20 a ton could be assured over 
present prices. Based on 100,000 tons annual production, this would mean «a 
saving of from 114 to 2 million dollars annually for the farmer members. 

Our association has made a thorough study of possible sources of supply of 
sulfuric acid in the Northwest. Also, possible sources of supply of sulfur from 
which it might be possible to make sulfuric acid on a reasonably low-cost basis 
To date we have been unable to find any deposits of sulfur of commercial value, 
and we have found the market for sulfuric acid to be extremely tight and the 
price relatively high. Most quotations have been on the basis of $15 per ton for 
sulfuric acid at the place of manufacture, or more, and when transportation costs 
are added in order to bring the sulfuric acid to our own plant, the total cost be- 
comes substantially greater. According to all of the information we have been 
able to develop from national sources, the question of an adequate supply of 
sulfur to take care of our whole economy presents a major problem. Secondly, 
the demand for sulfuric acid in all types of industry is so great that informed 
people do not see any basis upon which to project low-cost sulfurie acid in the 
intermountain area. 

On the contrary, with an extension of Bonneville transmission lines into 
southern Idaho comparable to the manner in which they are now projected 
throughout Oregon and Washington, and with the construction of Hells Canyon 
Dam and its production capacity integrated into the Northwest system, it should 
be possible to deliver low-cost power into southeastern Idaho on a postage stamp 
rate of 21%4 mills, and certainly not to exceed 3 mills, and to contract for the 
same over a 20-year period with definite assurance of a uniform cost factor 
for power during the period of the 20 years. 

There are some other very definite advantages to the electric furnace process 
as compared with sulfuric acid. 


(1) Sixty-five percent of the phosphate rock in southern Idaho is less than 
30 percent P.0;. Rock of such low analysis cannot be processed with sulfuric 
acid method but can be utilized very effectively in an electric furnace. This, 
in turn, means the reduction in mining costs per ton of the rock, and much 
greater utilization of a very valuable natural resource. 

(2) Sulfuric acid, again according to our technical men, cannot make 
triple superphosphate efficiently of greater than 43 percent to 45 percent 
P.O; whereas with an electric furnace, calcium metaphosphate running from 
60 percent to 65 percent P.O; can be efficiently produced. 


There is a growing demand for calcium metaphosphate in many areas and it 
has a real advantage from the final cost standpoint on the part of the farmers, 
in that freight rates on a ton of 65 percent material per unit is much less than on 
the 45 percent product. Savings in transportation costs where we have to go 
800 to 1,000 miles or more in disposing of the finished product is a very impor- 
tant factor in the over-all picture favorable to the electric furnace process. 

There is another factor to which every practical businessman would give con- 
sideration, and that is the importance of having an electric furnace so that if 
desirable one could make not only triple super and calcium metaphosphate, but 
also elemental phosphorous for the industrial trade. With such a plant, an 
operation would be much more flexible and should make it relatively much easier 
to adjust and meet competitive situations. 

Trusting this will give you an outline of our position amd plans with respect 
to the development of the phosphate fertilizer industry in south Idaho, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Cuas. BaKeEr, Secretary-Manager. 





HELLS CANYON DAM 


CENTRAL FARMERS FEerTILizer Co., 
Chicago, Ill., June 38, 1952. 
ir. W. A. DiTTMeEr, 
Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oreg. 

Dear Mr. Dittmer: In reply to your inquiry of May 21 we wish to make it 
very clear that if Federal power can be delivered from Hells Canyon Dam 
at a cost of between 2.5 and 3 mills per kilowatt-hour this corporation intends 
to construct an electric furnace adjacent to phosphate deposits owned by this 
corporation in southeastern Idaho and that such furnace operation is to produce 
concentrated phosphate fertilizer. ‘The initial operation is planned to produce 
annually 75,000 tons of calcium metaphosphate (0-GO0-0) and 75,000 tons of 
triple superphosphate (0-48-0). To produce this quantity of fertilizer it will 
require 369,750,000 kilowatt-hours per year. With the operation at a 90-percent 
load factor our demand load would be 46,000 kilowatts. For this plant the 
total investment in Idaho will amount to $16,000,000 to $18,000,000. Total em- 
ployment in the mine and processing plant would be about 560 men. The fertilizer 
produced in this plant would be marketed to 1,460,000 farmers in the States 
of Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Illinois, Missouri, Oklahoma, Kansas, lowa, Wiscon- 
sin, Minnesota, North and South Dakota, and Nebraska. The product from one 
plant alone will in no way meet the demand of the farmers who are members 
of this organization. At least nine additional plants of a like capacity will be 
required to meet the requirements of the Midwest. jased upon the present 
prevailing prices for low-analysis phosphate fertilizer the annual savings to 
the farmer from this one proposed plant would be in excess of $5,400,000 
annnally. 

After spending considerable money for information compiled by outside engi- 
neering firms we conclude that there is no possibility of attaining a supply of 
elemental sulfur of the quantity required to produce annually fertilizer contain- 
ing 85,000 tons of P.O;. It would be necessary to have a 20-year contract for 
55,000 tons of sulfur per year to amortize the plant investment. The only de- 
pendable source of a large quantity of sulfuric acid would be to produce the 
same from pyrites. Unfortunately, there are no pyrites available adjacent to a 
phosphate deposit. The shipment of pyrites is a substantial item of cost with- 
out considering conversion cost to produce sulfuric acid. For our proposed 
operation it would require about 165,000 tons of pyrites per year and at a 
freight cost of $4 per ton this transportation item is $660,000 per year. It is our 
considered opinion sulfuric acid price will advance as we further deplete our 
limited resources of brimstone. 

The advantages of using the electric furnace process for the production of 
phosphatie fertilizer from the western phosphate reserves are as follows: 

1. More complete utilization of our phosphate resources—four times as 
much phosphorus can be recovered from a given phosphate deposit using 
the electric furnace as compared to the amount that could be recovered by 
using sulphuric acid method. 

2. Lower capital investment for the electric furnace process. 

3. Higher concentration of phosphatic fertilizer can be produced which 
results in saving 40 to 50 percent on freight cost of the tinished product. <A 
lower net cost to the farmer is affor@éed by the use of the electric furnace 
method. 

4. Sulfur and sulfuric acid is conserved for such other uses for which a 
substitute is not available. 

We are sure that anyone making an honest evaluation of the problem of meet- 
ing the farmer’s phosphate problem by utilizing the phosphate resources of the 
West will concur with the opinion set forth herein. Should you desire any 
further information regarding our proposed operations in the West and our 
reason for desiring low-cost hydroelectric power please do not hesitate to call upon 


us. 


Very truly yours, 


CENTRAL FARMERS FERTILIZER CoO., 
G. W. Buntine, Manager. 
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MEMORANDUM TO GENERAL FARM ORGANIZATION ON HELLS CANYON PROJECT 


(Prepared by public relations committee, Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. ) 


The development of maximum water power facilities for the production of 
electricity in the western mountain region is of particular concern to the entire 
public of the United States. Of immediate concern in the development of this 
western power is the building of Hells Canyon Dam which would provide the 
largest undeveloped block of power possible of development in the western 
region. This develOpment of western power facilities is in the public interes: 
from at least three points of view, which are: (1) Low-cost electric power is essen 
tial to the development of an ample supply of phosphates in the United States; 
(2) low-cost western power will permit the complete utilization of phosphate de 
posits; (8) low-cost western power would be of benefit to the general public. A 
discussion of the important data with reference to each of these viewpoints 
follows: 


LOW-COST ELECTRIC POWER IS ESSENTIAL TO AMPLE SUPPLY OF PHOSPHATES 


1. Large quantities of power are required to produce phosphatic fertilizers. 
To produce a ton of P.O; in the form of concentrated superphosphate requires 
4,350 kilowatt-hours of electricity, if the electroprocess is used. Therefore, in 
order to produce 175,000 tons of concentrated superphosphate, containing 85,000 
tons of P.O;, approximately 370 million kilowatt-hours of electricity would be 
required. Such a plant would require approximately 47,000 kilowatts of prime 
power compared with the estimated capacity of Hells Canyon project of 1,430, 
500 kilowatts. However, for the most effective use of the phosphate resources 
of the United States, at least 1 million tons of P.O; should be produced in the 
West. This would require approximately 4,350,000,000 kilowatt hours of elec- 
tricity compared with the estimated output of the Hells Canyon project of 124. 
billion kilowatt-hours.’ To provide one-third of the total phosphate require 
ments of the United States from the western deposits by electroprocess, there 
fore, would require about one-third of the power output of the huge Hells Canyon 
project. 

2. The electro process would conserve the phosphate deposits.—Since a lower 
grade of phosphate rock is required for the electro process as compared to the 
sulfuric acid or wet process method of making concentrated superphosphate, 
the use of the electro process would greatly increase the amount of usable 
phosphate rock in the western area. In the electro process, phosphate rock con 
taining 24 percent P.O; or better can be used as contrasted with the requirement 
of at least 32 percent P.O; rock for the wet process method. According to esti- 
mates made by the United States Geological Survey in August 1949, four times 
as much phosphate rock would be avaialble for the electro process as would be 
available for wet process. This means that the western phosphate deposits would 
last three to four times as long if the electro press is used. 

3. The use of the electro process would conserve sulfur.—On the average about 
two-thirds of a pound of sulfur is required to produce ai pound of 
P.O, in the form of concentrated superphosphate by the wet process or sulfuri« 


acid method. Therefore a plant producing 85,000 tons of P.O; in the form of 


phosphatic fertilizers by the electro process would conserve about 57,800. tons 
of sulfur per year in contrast to the wet process. Likewise, if 1 million tons ot 
P.O; were produced in the West by the electro process instead of the wet process 
the savings in sulfur would amount to about 680,000 tons a year. Since sulfur 
is relatively scarce and United States reserves are relatively low this conserva 
tion of sulfur is very important. 

4. A more concentrated fertilizer can be produced by the electro process.—By 
use of the electrical energy, which would produce elemental phosphorus, phos 
phate fertilizer producers can make calcium-metaphosphate containing from 
65 to 67 percent P.O; instead of concentrated superphosphate containing 48 per 
cent P.O;. The cost of producing a ton of P.O; in either form by the electro 
process is about the same. Calcium-metaphosphate, however, has the advantage 
of higher concentration which reduces the cost of freight, bags and handling on 


long-distance movements from western points to the North Central States. For 


example, a typical freight rate of $9.60 per ton for moving fertilizer from Tdahe 
to a midwestern point would amount to $20 per ton of P.O; for concentrated super 


. 1 Based on estimated salable prime power, the production would be 16 billion kilowatt 
ours. 
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phosphate and only $14.77 per ton of P.O; for the 65 percent calcium-meta- 
phosphate. 

5. Low-cost power is essential to low-cost fertilizers.—Since it takes approxi- 
mately 2,100 kilowatt-hours of electricity to produce a ton of 48-percent concen- 
trated superphosphate, each increase of 1 mill in the cost of electric power 
increases the cost of concentrated superphosphate at the plant by $2.10 per ton. 
The difference between 8 mills and 7 mills for power, therefore, amounts to 
$8.40 per ton of 48-percent concentrated superphosphate. This difference in 
cost of electric power is sufficient to determine whether the price of concentrated 
superphosphate from the West will be competitive with that from Florida within 
a large area of the Corn Belt. In other words, in order for western phosphate 
producers to move their product into the North Central States, and therefore 
conserve the Florida deposits, low-cost power is needed. 

6. Power is not available at reasonable cost.—At present the Utah Power & 
Light Co. serves the area in which the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co.’s deposits 
are located’ This company, the Idaho Power Co., and the Montana Power & 
Light Co. are the private utility companies which serve the entire area in which 
the western phosphate deposits are located. Negotiations between Central Farm- 
ers Fertilizer Co. and each of these companies indicates that a block of 50,000 
kilowatts of power is not available at present, and is not likely to be available 
n the future at rates of less than 7 mills per kilowatt-hour. The Utah Power 
& Light Co. quoted rates to the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. which amount to 
6.8 mills per kilowatt on a 90-percent load factor, and if the load factor dropped 
to S5 percent the rate would exceed 7 mills. As pointed out above, this rate is 
excessive if the western phosphate industry is to be competitive in the North 
Central States. Officials of the Utah Power & Light Co. stated that 50,000 
kilowatts of hydroelectric power are not available anywhere on the interexchange 
system of the Utah Power & Light Co., the Idaho Power Co., and the Montana 
Power & Light Co. Even if the Idaho Power Co. did expand its productive 
capacity by the construction of five run-of-the-river dams on Snake River, within 
the aren to b> used by Hells Canyon Dam, the type of dams and their capacity 
would undoubtedly prevent this company from selling power for less than 7 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. 

7. The Hells Canyon project would be self-liquidating.—According to present 
estimates, the cost of the Hells Canyon project would amount to $356.810,000, of 
which $313,386,000 would be charged to power and the other $43,424,000 would 
be charged to flood control, navigation, and recreation. Thus, 87.8 percent of the 
total cost of the dam is charged to power, 10.5 percent to flood control, 1.4 percent 
to navigation, and 0.3 percent to recreation. Based on these original costs, with 
interest at 3 percent and amortization in 50 years, the cost of producing power 
in the Hells Canyon project would amount to $26,135,000 per year, on the alloca- 
tion basis of determining costs, which results in higher costs of production than 
the increm:ontal method. These costs are for 1,862,500 kilowatts of salable firm 
power. Thus, the cost for salable firm power would be $14.03 per kilowatt. 
Since there are 8,760 hours in a normal year, the cost of power would amount 
to 1.6 mills per kilowatt-hour. This cost of electricity would permit its sale at 
$17.50 per kilowatt of salable firm power, which is the present price at which 
electric current is being sold under the wholesale power rate schedule in the 
Sonneville project. With such a charge for power, electric energy can be trans- 
mitted to t'e Georgetown project of Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. for at least 
4 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

The Bonneville Power projects have proved the soundness of huge outlays of 
Federal funds for the development of power in the Western States. To date, 
that project is considerably ahead of schedule in the repayment to the Federal 
Government of the costs of project assigned to power. 

8. Hells Canyon project would have quick pay-out at present prices for electric 
cnergy.—A private utility has quoted Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. a price of 
7 mills per kilowatt-hour for electric energy for its proposed phosphate plant. 
(Assuming that cost of delivering power from Hells Canyon project to the George- 
town area would be 3 mills, the 4 mills’ differential between public and private 
power for the phosphate plant being proposed by Central Farmers Fertilizer 
Co. wou'd amount to nearly $114 million a year. If the price of electrical energy 
at the generators were raised by 4 mills per kilowatt-hour above the $17.50 per 
kilowatt-year now being charged, additional income from this higher charge 
would amount to $50,000,000 per year (12% billion kilowatt hours times 4 mills). 


2 See attached letter from Idaho Power Co. 
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With such charges the Hells Canyon project would repay the cost of the dams i: 
less than 10 years, instead of the 50 years now being used for amortization. If 
the added charge for electrical energy were continued for 50 years, the period o| 
amortization, the added return would $2,500,000,000, or seven times the esti- 
mated cost of the project. In other words, at present rates for private power the 
Hells Canyon project would pay for itself eight times or more in the 50 years over 
which its cost will be amortized. 

Even if the rate applied to the power generated in the Hells Canyon project 
would be that now being charged Westvaco Chemical Co. by the Idaho Power Co., 
amounting to 3.6 mills per kilowatt-hour, the extra 0.6 mill per kilowatt-hour 
above the 3-mill cost would amount to more than $5 million per year. 

Because of the economical development of power in the Hells Canyon project 
an additional charge of a mill per kilowatt-hour could be added to the cost of 
electric energy developed and this additional 1 mill used for a payment to the 
Federal Government in lieu of Federal taxes or used to retire the costs of the 
project at a much earlier date. With 4-mill power, the phosphate industry could 
still be competitive in the North Central States and the project could either make 
payments in lieu of taxes or return the costs of the project to the Government in 
a much shorter period of time. 

9. Private power companics would waste potentialities of Snake River as a 
source of power.—The Idaho Power Co. has proposed to build 5 run-of-the-river 
power plants along the Snake River. Operated on an isolated basis as they 
would be, these five dams would haye a prime-power-producing capability of 
370,000 kilowats. If integrated with the Federal system, these dams would be 
capable of producing 530,000 kilowatts of prime power, in a critical year like 
1936-37. This latter figure compares with the additional prime power of 1,430,- 
500 kilowatts which would be added by the Hells Canyon project. It would ap- 
pear, therefore, that the proposals of the private power company would in effect 
waste 900,000 kilowatts of potential electric-power-producing capacity on the 
Snake River. In addition, the five dams would have no effect as far as flood 
control is concerned. 

The additional capacity provided by the Hells Canyon project as proposed by 
the Federal Government would produce enough electrical energy for about 20 
phosphate plants of the size proposed by the Ceneral Farmers Fertilizer Co. In 
other words, the additional power to be provided by the Federal project over 
that proposed by private utilities would be enough to produce approximately 
1,700,000 tons of P.O; for fertilizer usage. 

10. Phosphate plant justifies low-cost electrical service.—A phosphate plant of 
the size proposed by Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. uses approximately 370 mil- 
lion kilowatt-hours of electricity a year on a fairly continuous demand. It is 
estimated that the average demand would be 90 percent or better. This contrasts 
with the average use of electric energy on farms west of the one hundredth 
meridian of 4,833 kilowatt-hours per year. In 1950, the average cost per kilo- 
watt for electric service on farms in the territory west of the one hundredth 
meridian was 19.1 mills and amounting to $92.31 per year. In contrast, the an- 
nual electricity bill of the phosphate plant would amount to $1,100,000 with a 
rate of 3 mills and $1,480,000 with a rate of 4 mills. Large-scale usage on 4 
continuous demand certainly justifies a low rate for electrical energy. 



















































LOW-COST WESTERN POWER WOULD CONSERVE PHOSPHATE DEPOSITS 





1. Large quantities of phosphates are needed for soil conservation.—Aceording 
to estimates made by Waggaman and Bell of the United States Department of 
Interior, the removal of phosphates from the soils by cropping amounts to 1,699,000 
tons of P.O; per year. Of this total, about 870,000 tons are in the 17 Western 
States, 316.000 tons in the 4 North Central States, and 513,000 tons in the 27 
Eastern and Southern States. For purposes of their analysis, these authors have 
included as Western States the 11 most-western States, except New Mexico, and 
all of the North Central States except Illinois, Michigan, Indiana, Ohio, and 
Missouri. The four North Central States in their classification are Ohio, Indiana, 
Michigan, and Illinois. The 27 Eastern and Southern States include the New 
England. Middle Atlantic, and Southern States, with the addition of Missouri from 
the North Central group and New Mexico from the western group. 

The domestic need for phosphate as determined by Waggaman and Bell amounts 
to 2,863,000 tons, of which 457,000 is for the 17 Western States, 880,000 in the 
4 North Central States, and 1,526,000 in the 27 Eastern and Southern States 
These figures on needs show that 16 percent of needs are in the 17 Western States, 
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which definitely should be provided by western phosphate deposits; 51 percent 
in the 4 North Central States, which could be supplied either by western or 
Florida deposits, but preferably from the western deposits, because of reserves ; 
and 583 percent in the 27 Eastern and Southern States, which can be served most 
economically from Florida and Tennessee, The inciusion of Missouri and New 
Mexico as Eastern and Southern States, however, is questionable, and their 
omission would reduce the needs in 25 Eastern and Southern States to approxi- 
mately 50 percent of total domestic needs. 

These data on needs can be compared with the actual phosphate (P.0;) usage 
of 1,961,000 tons in the fiscal year 1949-50. That year the 27 Eastern States 
used about 1,278,000 tons of P20; compared with the estimated need of 1,526,000, 
or S4 percent. The 4 North Central States used 369,000 tons of P20; compared 
with the estimated need of SSO,000 tons or 42 percent. The 17 Western States 
used 314,000 tons compared with the estimated need of 457,000, or 69 percent. 

Likewise, the estimates of needs can be compared with the estimates of quanti- 
ties of Commercial plant nutrients that will be needed for the level of agricuitural 
production obtainable in 1955, based on estimates of the land-grant colleges and 
the Department of Agriculture. According to these estimates, the 1955 attainable 
production would require the use of 1,900,000 tons of P.O; in the 27 Eastern and 
Southern States ; 537,000 tons in the 4 North Central States, and 572,000 tons of 
P,0; in the 17 Western States. From these figures it is quite evident that the 
present usage must be increased considerably in the Western and North Central 
States, which should be served from the western phosphate deposits, if that 
usage is to equal the needs of those areas. 

2. The western phosphate deposits are a most important reserve.—According 
to the estimates made by George R. Mansfield, of the United States Geological 
Survey, in 1940, the total phosphate reserves of the United States amount to 
15,300,000,000 tons. Of these 5,080,000 tons are in Florida and 195,000,000 tons 
are in Tennessee. In contrast, 7,985,000,000 tons are in the Western States. 
Small reserves are available in South Carolina, Kentucky, and Arkansas. Thus, 
52 percent of the total phosphate reserves are in the Western States. As a matter 
of public policy aimed at using natural resources efficiently, every effort should 
be made to facilitate the use of the western phosphate deposits to meet phosphate 
needs in the North Central and Western States. Low-cost electrical energy is 
one of the most effective means of making certain that these western phosphate 
deposits are developed rapidly. 

3. Florida deposits are being mined too rapidly.—tThe latest figures available 
on the mining of phosphate rock are for 1949. In that year, Florida mined 
6,700,000 long tons of rock; Tennessee, 1,400,000 tons; and the Western States, 
779.000 tons. Thus, Florida provided 75 percent of the 8,877,000 tons mined in 
the United States. When these figures are compared with those of the reserves, 
it is evident that efforts should be made to shift a considerable portion of the 
phosphate industry from Florida to the Rocky Mountain area if the Florida 
deposits are to be preserved for future generations. If all reserves were usable, 
present rates of mining would deplete Florida deposits in 760 years; Tennessee 
deposits in 130 years, and the western deposits in 10,000 years. It is in the 
interest of the national welfare that the relationship of mining to reserves be 
more nearly equalized between the two large areas. Otherwise, at some time in 
the future, western phosphate rock will have to be shipped to the Atlantic-coast 
area and even to Florida after the Florida deposits are exhausted. 


LOW-COST ELECTRICAL ENERGY WILL BENEFIT THE GENERAL PUBLIC 


1. Adequate supplies of phosphate are essential for public health.—Phosphorus 
is an important mineral constituent of the body. Therefore, it is in the interest 
of public health that adequate supplies of phosphate are available to American 
farmers in order that the phosphorus content of foods will be relatively high. 

2. Large supplies of phosphate are necessary to guarantee high food produc- 
tion.—The level of available phosphate in the soils must be high if maximum 
yields are to be obtained. The production of most important crops can be in- 
creased as much as 30 to 40 percent if soils low in phosphates are raised to a high 
Phosphate level by the application of phosphate fertilizers. More important, 
however, is the fact that the use of a high application of nitrogen is not effective 
unless adequate supplies of phosphate, potash, and even minor elements are 
available in the soils to provide a well-balanced fertility level. A recent study 
of Missouri, where soil testing is done on an extensive basis, shows that 87 percent 
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of the soil tests in that State contained a low level of soluble phosphorus in the 
soil. This is probably typical of most States east of the Great Plains where 
rainfall is relatively high. Therefore, heavy applications of phosphates along 
with other plant foods are necessary in order to produce the quantities of food 
per acre that will be required by the increasing population of the United States 

3. Fertilizers increase the efficiency of farming.—At present phosphate is 
the limiting factor as far as adequate supplies of fertilizer are concerned. Basic 
costs of production of corn now average around $60 per acre, which means that 
it requires 36 bushels (the United States average) of corn at the present United 
States farm price of $1.68 per bushel to break even on the production of corn. 
These costs do not include a charge for soil depletion. By the addition of ade- 
quate quantities of fertilizer at a cost of $15 to $20 per acre, that yield could be 
doubled and the cost of producing corn reduced 30 to 50 cents a bushel. With 
heavier applications, the yield can be even tripled from the 36-bushel level. 
Similar results are obtained by farmers from application of adequate quantities 
of fertilizer on land producing other crops. With the present high costs of pro 
duction, the American farmer must have adequate supplies of fertilizer, including 
phosphates, to make it possible for him to obtain a profit on his farming 
operations, 

4. Hells Canyon project will provide a high tax base for tarpaying producers 
using electrical power from the project.—The Bonneville Power Administration 
provides some interesting statistics with reference to the taxes paid by the 
electroprocess plants served by that Administration. It is estimated tha over 
$300 million has been invested in plants and equipment of ele: troprocess opera- 
tions served by the Bonneville Power Administration, compared with the total 
Federal power investment in the Pacific Northwest of about $400 million. In 
the 12 years, 1940 through 1951. these plants purchasing power from BPA have 
produced about $1,400,000,000 of aluminum and other products, and operators of 
these plants have paid an estimated $73 million in Federal income and excess- 
profit taxes from the profits of these factories. Local property taxes have 
amounted to $8,600,000. Salaries and wages of those employed at the plants 
exceeded $200 million, which means that the wage earners and salaried em 
ployees have paid an estimated $13 million in Federal income taxes on their 
earnings. In 1951 alone, Federal income tax and excess-profit taxes on the new 
operations in this area amounted to approximately $17 million. It is reason- 
eble to assume that when power becomes available to southern Idaho and eastern 
Oregon from the Hell’s Canyon project a similur expansion of taxable wealth 
will occur in those areas. If phosphate plants capable of producing 1 million 
tons of PePs per year are eventually built in the Idaho Utah area, the Federal 
income taxes and excess-profit taxes paid by these plants will represent an im- 
portant source of income to the Federal Government. 

Not only will plants producing goods by electroprocess pay more taxes as a 
result of the availability of low-cost electrical power in the area but also the 
farmers who use the phosphate fertilizer developed in the area will be able to 
increase their incomes to a point where their Federal income taxes will be 
increased substantially. With adequate supplies of fertilizer the percentage of 
farmers making sizable profits on their farming operation will be increased 
materially as will also their tax payments to the Federal Government as a result 
of the higher incomes. <A recent study by the University of Illinois points out 
that those farmers who use adequate quantities of fertilizer in their farming 
operations have considerably larger incomes than those who use none or rela- 
tively small amounts of fertilizer. 

5. The project would help to alleviate the shortage of power.—The National 
Defense Administration estimates that power-generating capacity should be 
increased by 82,000,000 kilowatts by 1955 to keep pace with requirements for 
adequate production. 


PROJECT WILL NOT DESTROY IRRIGATION RIGHTS 


Nothing contained in the legislation would limit the use of water for irrigation 
in the area. It has been found in the Columbia River Basin that water taken 
for irrigation does not conflict with power production when a complete river 
system is developed as a unit. In fact. the Hells Canyon proiect nower-nrodve- 
tion estimates are based on the assumption that more than 1,000,000 additional 
acres of land will be made preductive in Idaho by irrigation. 
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IDAHO POWER Co., 
Boise, Idaho, April 16, 1952. 
Mr. G. W. BUNTING, 
Manager, Central Farmers Fertilizer Co., 
Chicago, IU. 
Deak MR. Bunting: This will acknowledge your letter of April 7, 1952, with 
reference to power supply in the area near Georgetown, in Bear Lake County. 
Our company operates in Idaho subject to the provisions of the public-utility 
laws of the State, which limit our service area to that specified in our certificate 
of convenience and necessity. Our eastern service boundary is thus limited 
to approximately the location of Inkom, Idaho, and does not extend either to 
the east or south of this vicinity. For this reason we are not in a position to 
supply electric service in the area of Georgetown. 
Very truly yours, 
A. C. INMAN, Secretary. 


Exutsitr No. 3 


STATEMENT OF EARL D. OSTRANDER, CONTROLLER, BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINIS- 
TRATION, IN REPLY TO FINANCIAL ASPECTS OF STATEMENTS BY J. C. STEVENS AND 
Ho.LLANp Houston 


I submitted testimony to the subcommittee demonstrating the financial sound- 
ness Of Hells Canyon project, a part of the Snake River project, and a detailed 
analysis of the costs of the project. The analysis showed that upon the basis 
of the latest available cost estimates the Hells Canyon project would add $1,124,- 
000 kilowatts of prime power to the existing and authorized Federal power 
system in the Columbia River Basin at an annual cost of $17,552,000 consisting 
of $14,330,000 for the Hells Canyon project itself and $3,222,000 of additional 
cost to be incurred at downstream projects to utilize Hells Canyon storage. 
These generation costs, which excluded transmission costs, thus amount to $15.62 
per kilowatt of prime power which is equivalent to $11.99 per kilowatt of salable 
firm power after allowing for losses, load factor, and diversity of use among 
customers, 

Mr. J. ©. Stevens testified that in his opinion the Hells Canyon project is 
econolically unsound and Mr. Holland Houston testitied to substantially dif- 
ferent cost per kilowatt. In my opinion both of these witnesses made major 
errors. I will deal first with testimony of Mr. Stevens and then with that 
of Mr. Houston. 

Mr. J. C. Stevens, consulting engineer from Portland, Oreg., testified very 
briefly before this committee (p. 609). In my opinion, Mr. Stevens made several 
major errors in his brief presentation, which was entirely inadequate to support 
his conclusion. 

Mr. Stevens began with the Bureau's estimate of $356,810,000 for the Hells 
Canyon dam plus $120 million for transmission lines, a total of $476,810,000. 
He claimed that this total would be increased 25 percent before the project can 
be completed. He thus arrived at a total cost estimate of $596 million of 
which he said $550 million would be reimbursable. He divided this by the 
800,000 kilowatts installed capacity at Hells Canyon dam to arrive at an average 
construction cost of $6SS per installed kilowatt, which he says is beyond all 
justification, 

On the basis of this one figure, apparently, he concluded that the project is 
economically unsound, Costs per kilowatt of installed capacity are not very 
meaningful. No banker would pass judgment on a proposed project on the 
basis of such an inadequate analysis. Instead of installed Capacity, the basis 
for judging the financial soundness of a project is the annual costs relative to 
the amount of firm power that the system can deliver to customers when the 
project is adced to the system. 

Mr, Stevens’ major error is in relating construction costs to the installed ca- 
pacity at Hells Canyon alone. Testimony by Interior Department witnesses has 
clearly shown that Hells Canyon is a storage project which, when added to the 
system, contributes substantial benefits at low cost at downstream projects 
simply by installing additional power generators. My own testimony submitted 
earlier to this committee shows that in addition to the 800,000 kilowatts installed 
at Hells Canyon, an installation of 774,000 kilowatts would be required at other 
projects to make full utilization of Hells Canyon storage. This is a total of 
1.574,000 kilowatts of installed capacity. The construction costs for this in- 
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stalled capacity include the $313,400,000 of Hells Canyon costs allocated to power 
plus $60,900,000 for the additional generator installations at other projects, 
total construction cost of $374,3800,000, or only $238 per installed kilowatt. If 
we allow, in addition, $100 per kilowatt of installed capacity for transmission, we 
arrive at a total of only $338, or a little less than half of Mr. Stevens’ figures 

Even if we took Mr. Stevens’ inflated figure of $550 million for Hells Canyon 
and transmission but added the downstream installations and costs we would 
arrive at only $388 per installed kilowatt. 

$550 million+$60.9 million 
800,000 kilowatt+774,000 kilowatt 


The Government’s witnesses made it entirely clear that in the case of storage 
projects the results cannot be considered on the basis of power at the storage 
project itself. A proper economic analysis takes into account the contribution of 
a storage project to the system. Storage projects such as Albani Falls, Grand 
Coulee, Libby, and Hungry Horse add large amounts of additional prime power 
capability to the system through added generation at downstream projects. In 
fact, in the Pacific Northwest a storage project could be built with no power 
installation whatever but still be financially sound—that is, it would pay out at 
low rates as part of the system—through the acdition of prime power to the 
system at downstream projects. But by his method Mr. Stevens would find such 
a project even more unsound because without installed capacity and without 
the downstream results it would have an infinite cost per installed kilowatt 

To conclude without adequate demonstration that a project is either sound or 
unsound economically is just an unsupported generality. Whether the construe- 
tion costs per installed kilowatt at the project are $100 or $500 or a $1,000 proves 
nothing. The real test is the effect of adding a project to a system upon the 
costs of delivering firm power from the system to customers. In my earlier 
testimony before this committee I stated on the basis of a detailed analysis of 
costs that Hells Canyon could be added to the system at a cost per kilowatt 
of firm power comparable to the average costs of all other new projects: under 
construction or authorized. 

Mr. Stevens’ omission of the contribution of Hells Canyon project on a system 
basis, as against an isolated project basis, is further illustrated by his statement 
with respect to the nonpower benefits of the project. He stated that the assign- 
ment of part of the cost of Hells Canyon to flood contro] and navigation was en- 
tirely without justification. He thus, in effect, says that the Corps of Engineers 
is wrong in assigning substantial flood-control benetits and some navigation bene- 
fits to this project. He does this despite the fact that he must be familiar with 
the 308 review report of the Corps of Engineers in which the Corps included 
Hells Canyon as one of the reservoir projects in its main control plan for flood 
control. That plan involves a series of seven reservoirs to be operated on a co- 
ordinated system basis for flood-control purposes. Mr. Gordon Fernald of the 
Corps of Engineers presented testimony to this committee showing the flood- 
control benefits from Hells Canyon Dam as part of the main control system. 

Mr. Stevens talked to our staff before he appeared before the committee. Our 
methods of analysis and our results were gone over with him in considerable 
detail. He thus had before him what we believe to be the correct facts and 
accordingly, we are at a loss to understand how he could make the errors and 
omissions that are clearly inherent in his testimony. 

Mr. Holland Houston, an engineer employed by the State of Washington but 
loaned to the Governor of Idaho for the purpose of testifying in regard to H. R. 
5743, disagreed with the conclusion that the Hells Canyon project would add 
prime power to the system at the cost of $15.62 per year per kilowatt. He testi- 
fied at one time to a figure of $31 a kilowatt but gave no supporting detail although 
later he testified to a figure of $35.20 per kilowatt (see committee note, p. 603) 
for the four lower Snake River projects and the Hells Canyon project. He 
obtained his result in the following manner. To the total cost estimate of $356 
million for Hells Canyon he added $30 million for interest during construction 
and $390 million as the total construction cost of the four lower Snake River 
projects arriving at a total construction cost of $776,000,000. To this total he 
applied a factor of 4.4 percent to arrive at annual costs of $54,200,000, he divided 
this total by a capability of 969,000 kilowatts to arrive at a unit cost of $35.20 
per kilowatt. His calculation contains very serious errors in that he overstates 
the cost and understates the capability. Specifically at least the following errors 
were made: 

(1) He included the total costs of the Hells Canyon and Snake River projects 
despite the fact that those totals include approximately $72.599,000 for specific 
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nonpower Works, principally navigation locks. In addition part of the costs of 
the joint facilities at these projects would be fairly allocable to navigation, flood 
control, and other nonpower purposes. In addition, in my opinion, his allowance 
for interest during construction is excessive by SS million. On the other hand 
his cost figures for the four lower Snake projects apparently are out of date as 
the most recent figures supplied by the Corps of Engineers produce a somewhat 
higher cost figure including interest during construction. 

(2) The capability figure of 969,000 kilowatts is too low. According to Mr. 
Houston’s testimony, that figure is an estimate of the prime power capability 
added to the system by the Hells Canyon project in what he calls the true 
C-level state of development. While the Government does not accept that 
figure its major deficiency as regards the manner in which it was used by Mr. 
Houston is that it represents just the at-site nominal capability at Hells Canyon 
plus the increment in downstream nominal prime power capability contributed 
by Hells Canyon storage thus omitting approximately 528,000 kilowatts of 
nominal prime power capability that the four lower Snake River projects would 
have in the system without Hells Canyon. It is a major error to omit this 
capability while including, however, the total cost of these projects. 

(3) Although he included the total costs of these projects before allocations 
to nonpower purposes but included only part of their capability he made a further 
error in not including incremental costs at other downstream projects such as 
McNary, if his capability figure of 969,000 kilowatts includes, as it apparently 
does, incremental capability at such downstream plants due to Hells Canyon 
storage. 

(4) According to our figures, the total capital costs, including interest dur- 
ing construction for all projects (except Hells Canyon) for the Hells Canyon 
project, the four lower Snake projects and incremental cost at other down- 
stream projects is $824,944,000. Of this amount $72,599,000 is specifically non- 
power property. In addition, our tentative allocations assign $141,537,000 of joint 
facility costs to nonpower purposes at the Hells Canyon and four lower Snake 
River projects, thus leaving $610,808,000 assignable to power. The annual 
power costs are $28,182,000 or 4.61 percent of the investment as against Mr. 
Houston's figure of 4.4 percent. The proper capability figure to be compared 
with this annual cost is 1,652,000 kilowatts of prime power added to the system. 
This capability figure includes at-site prime power capabilities as follows: 


Kilowatta 





Hells Canyon___-~~- s-csseesabiiomiehp ass liichicksipell tp lsianiahetepudictonmertaeceeeucaaans tiie sauces 688, 000 
i nce sascha enimampnamnenaniaaininnih ee i a. re 
EBERLE LEE ERS SY UL RRL I AT AS 194, 000 
Little Goose __-~-~~- ERE ESSERE EOE SESE RS Ay Oa ee Ane Ae 209, 000 
ge a ee ee eee seleasbaittiaiciaietncnene I Sc IEE FREER Ra ene 170, 000 
Increment at other downstream projects due to Hells Canyon storage__ 187, 000 

ich eleva cetesicahin hs deeecenanapadincn cheap duesnis aimee ttteltetinianinabelniiaiainiin tiarestinapintiiin 1, 652, 000 


The cost per kilowatt of prime power is thus only $17.06 ($28,182,000 divided 
by 1,652,000 kilowatts) or less than half of Mr. Houston’s figure of $35.20. 

At another point in his testiinony Mr. Houston stated that in the phase D 
stage of development the Hells Canyon project would add only 158,500 kilowatts 
more than the five Idaho Power Co. dams and that this additional power would 
cost an average of $55.50. This figure was mentioned only briefly in his oral 
testimony but is set forth in some detail in his written statement which was 
made a part of the record. 

Mr. Houston stated that in phase D Hells Canyon would add only 715,500 
kilowatts of prime power to the system, or only 158,500 kilowatts more than the 
tive Idaho Power Co. dams. By subtraction it appears that he assigned a capa- 
bility of 557,000 kilowatts to the five dams. He then stated that the Hells Can- 
yon project investment costs including interest during construction were $386 
million or $252 million more than a cost of $134 million for the five dams. Of 
the $252 million difference he said $200 million would be chargeable against the 
158,500 kilowatts of incremental capability equivalent to $1,260 per kilowatt 
resulting in annual costs of $55.50 per kilowatt-year and based upon the rate of 
cost of 4.4 percent on the investment. 

Let us examine the major errors in this calculation. These may be summar- 
ized as follows: 

(1) Mr. Houston assumed the phase D stage of development which is entirely 
unrealistic as explained elsewhere in the record. Moreover, neither the Corps 
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of Engineers nor the Department of the Interior can confirm the capability figure 
of 715,500 kilowatts even assuming phase D. More important, however, is the 
fact that Hells Canyon project would be added as a part of the phase C develop- 
ment and should be appraised accordingly. 

(2) Mr. Houston used a figure of $134 million ($133,874,000) as the cost of the 
five company dams. There was no testimony by any other witnesses to support 
this cost estimate. In contrast to this figure the Idaho Power Co. in its license 
application to the Federal Power Commission, dated December 15, 1950, gave 
a cost estimate of $166 million for the five dams. In any event neither figure 
adequately covers the cost chargeable against the assigned capability of these 
five projects as it would be necessary for these projects to be integrated with 
others and to receive either steam generated or hydroelectric energy to firm 
up their operations and some cost should be allowed for such integration. 

(3) The capability of 557,000 kilowatts apparently assigned by Mr. Houston 
to the five company dams exceeds the Government’s estimate of 530,000 kilowatts 
and this later figure requires integration at additional cost as stated above. 

(4) Mr. Houston allowed only 4.4 percent as the annual rate of cost for the 
power company dams. He testified that his figure of 4.4 percent included only 
2.5 percent for interest. Since the company would claim at least a 6 percent 
rate of return his cost rate should be increased by 3.5 percent as a minimum to a 
total of 7.9 percent. 

If we correct for only some of the errors which can be done readily we obtain 
an entirely different result. For example, if we use an annual cost rate of 7.9 
percent, but Mr. Houston’s low investment cost of $133,874, we arrive at an 
annual power cost of $10,576,000 for the five power company dams. Even assum- 
ing his cost figure for Hells Canyon, namely $386 million, and deducting $52 mil- 
lion for nonpower purposes we arrive at an investment cost of $334 million 
which involves anual power costs of $14,696,000 based on his rate of 4.4 percent 
for Government dams. If we deduct from this the $10,576,000 annual cost for the 
five power company dams the difference is only $4,120,000 or $25.99 per kilowatt 
hased upon his capability difference of 158,500 kilowatts, hence his figure of $55.50 
is more than halved by making only two corrections in his figures and without 
correcting his understatement of capability. 

Another approach to the analvsis demonstrates that the increment of capability 
added by Hells Canyon over the five dams costs only $9.50 per kilowatt. For 
example, I testified that the annual costs at Hells Canyon and downstream proj- 
ects assignable to Hells Canyon is $17.552,000. Deduct from this the annual 
costs for the five dams as computed above in the amount of $10,576,000 leaves 
$€.976,000. The Government’s testimony showed that the capability assignable 
te Hells Canyon is 1,124,000 kilowatts or 754,000 kilowatts more than the 390,000 
kilowatts capability of the five dams without integration. Dividing these dif- 
ferentials in cost and capability results in only $9.50 per kilowatt instead of 
$55.50 per kilowatt ($6,976,000 divided by 734.000 kilowatts). 

I do not present these alternate calculations as representing the proper ap- 
praisal of the resnits of Hells Canvon Dam. They are presented merely to show 
how extensive the errors are in Mr. Houston’s testimony. In my opinion, the 
proper appraisal of the Hells Canyon project was contained in my original 
testimony which determined the increases in costs and eapability for the system 
including Hells Canvon over the same system excluding Hells Canyon. That 
analysis shows an annual cost of $15.62 per kilowatt of prime power added to 
the svstem by Hells Canyon which in turn is equivalent to an annual cost of 
$11.99 per kilowatt of salable firm power that can be delivered to customers. 


Exuisit No. 4 


STATEMENT OF JACK D. STEVENS, CHIEF, BRANCH OF POWER RESOURCES, DIVISION 
or POWER OPERATIONS, BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, IN SUPPORT oF H. R. 
5743 


My name is Jack D. Stevens. I am an engineer, and Chief of the Branch of 
Power Resources, of the Bonneville Power Administration. I have been in the 
power business for a considerable number of years during which I was employed 
by private utilities, engineering firms, and the Federal Government. 

In my present position it is my responsibility to advise management as to 
the resources available on the Federal system, other utilities, and the Northwest 
power pool consisting of 11 major utilities which serve load areas in Oregon, 
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Washington, Idaho, Montana, Utah, and British Columbia. This coming winter 
the pool will have a peaking capability of about 6,300,000 kilowatts. Of this 
total, approximately 91 percent is hydro and the balance steam electric genera- 
tion. Two and seven-tenths million kilowatts, or 483 percent of the total pool 
capacity is at the Bonneville and Grand Coulee plants. 

The operation of a hydro system is rather complex, but certainly not mys- 
terious. Fundamentally, if you drop a cubic foot of water about 1314 feet in 
1 second, you get 1 kilowatt of power. If you have enough water to keep this 
up for 1 hour, you get 1 kilowatt-hour, and if you keep it up for a year, you 
get 1 kilowatt-year. The importance of storage is therefore obvious since it 
will permit you to drop more water over a given head at a time when it will 
do the most good. This is accomplished by storing flood flows during high run- 
off months and using this stored water to supplement minimum stream flows 
during the critical months of the year. In the Northwest power pool, all re- 
sources, hydro, steam, and miscellaneous purchases from industrials, are coor- 
dinated as in a single operation and each plant serves a definite function in the 
load during each hour of the day. 

At the hearings in March, this committee heard a considerable amount of testi- 
mony about expanding storage seasons and changing plant capabilities. There 
is nothing mysterious about this, either. Every operator knows that when a new 
plant is added to a system or new storage is developed, the system operation will 
change to some extent. These are everyday considerations, and no one worries 
about a new plant being added to the pool or whether or not the storage season 
is widened by the addition of new storage. These new developments add power 
and energy to the system and that’s what thev’re supposed to do. 

In the Department's analysis of the feasibility of Hells Canyon, we attempted 
to be as realistic as possible. We, therefore, adopted a system consisting of 34 
projects which are existing, authorized, or recommended. Hells Canyon, the two 
Scriver Creek plants, and Garden Valley are the only unauthorized projects in 
the adopted system. All of the projects, plus Glacier View, were included in the 
original C—2 system of the Army engineers’ 308 report. However, at the time of 
the Army-Bureau agreement in April 1949, it was specifically decided that the 
Glacier View project would be eliminated because of the violent opposition to 
this reservoir’s encroachment upon lands of the Glacier National Park. In the 
Army-Bureau agreement, it is stated that the Glacier View project should be 
eliminated from the C-2 system, but that equivalent storage should be developed 
elsewhere. To date neither the Army nor the Bureau has found a site where 
this additional storage is to be developed, and it is technically impossible to 
determine the capability of a system if the engineer does not know the location 
and character of all of the projects. The Department in its analvsis of Hells 
Canyon feasibility has also omitted the Glacier View project from its con- 
siderations, 

Without Glacier View and its 3.2 million acre-feet of cyclical storage, the most 
critical water year for power production for this svstem of plants would be the 
S-month period of September 1936 through April 1987. There is complete agree- 
ment among engineers of the Bureau of Reclamation, the Army, and the Bonne- 
vile Power Administration that the water supplies of 1936-37 would be the most 
critieal of record and would therefore establish the prime power canabilitv of 
Hells Canyon plant under this system of development. Now, briefly, the minimum 
year of a system is established by analyzing the system over a representative 
period of vears. We used a recent 21-vear period in our investigation. We found 
that the year in which the lowest continuous amount of system nower would be 
available would he 1936-387 and that Hells Canvon would add 1,124,000 kilowatts 
to the svstem in that most critical vear. This figure has the complete concurrence 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bonneville Power Administration. and althouch 
the Army engineers have put out a chart showing a lower figure, their engineers 
have stated that they find no fault with the figure of 1,124,000 kilowatts under 
the assumed conditions. Mr. Holland Houston said in his testimony before this 
committee that he is also in agreement with this figure. 

In analyzing Hells Canyon, we have used a system of existing, authorized, and 
recommended projects that could be constructed today. We have not analyzed 
the feasibility of Hells Canyon on the basis of some hypothetical sitnation which 
in all likelihood will not occur in the future. This applies to what has been 
referred to as a D-system, or D-level of development. This so-called D-level 
is nothing more than a list of projects which have had sufficient preliminary 
investigation to indicate economic feasibility. Most of them, however, were in 
serious conflict with various interests at the time they were investigated. Many 
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of these projects will never be constructed because the economies in the region 
are changing and flowage costs due to the inundation of towns, farms, mining 
properties, highways, railroads, and the like are increasing rather than 
decreasing. 

It should be clear, however, that even if we were to make the wholly unrealistic 
assumption that every one of the D list of projects will be developed, this would 
still not affect the feasibility of the Hells Canyon project. Each project added 
to the system after Hells Canyon would be investigated in the light of the 
additional prime power that that particular project would add to the system, 
The addition of a new project to a system does not require a reanalysis of all 
existing projects. For example, when we propose the addition of Hells Canyon, 
we don’t reanalyze the feasibility of Grand Coulee, Bonneville, or other existing 
projects; we are analyzing the feasibility of Hells Canyon only, since it is 
the only project being added to the system. This is an accepted engineering 
method of establishing project feasibility. 

I would now like to make a few comments in connection with some of the 
statements made by Mr. Holland Houston before this committee, and also the 
written statement presented by Mr. J. C. Stevens. (Mr. J. C. Stevens and 
I are not related.) 

Mr. Houston stated that the power benefits from Hells Canyon have been 
overstated because a C system of existing, authorized, and recommended projects 
wus used instead of the hypothetical D list of projects. The feasibility of 
Hells Canyon has been established on the basis of a logical system of develop- 
ment. All but 4 of the 34 projects in the adopted system are existing, authorized, 
or under construction. (Only the major Hells Canyon Dam, the two Scriver 
Creek plants, and the Garden Valley plant remain to be authorized.) In his 
testimony, Mr. Houston stated that the Department figure of 1,124,000 kilowatts 
of prime power was an accurate figure for the amount of prime power to be 
added to the adopted system by Hells Canyon. He goes on to state, however, 
that this is not the correct figure to use in evaluating the feasibility of the 
Hells Canyon project. According to Mr. Houston, the prime power figure should 
be 715,500 kilowatts, based on the so-called D list of potential projects after 
ultimate upstream irrigation depletions. It is my contention that the feasi- 
bility of the Hells Canyon project should be established on the basis of a system 
that has reasonable possibility of being constructed and not upon the basis 
of some mythical system which, in all likelihood, will never be fully developed. 

Mr. Houston stated that the Hells Canyon project would contribute little, 
if anything, to flood control. He proposed that dams be constructed on other 
rivers for this purpose. I agree that other dams should be constructed on 
other rivers for this purpose, but I also contend, as do the Army engineers, 
that Hells Canyon is a key project in the main flood-control plan and that 
there is no equally feasible substitute. Mr. Houston states that during the 
spring flood of 1948, the main stem of the Snake River contributed only 50,000 
second-feet of discharge Compared with 177,000 second-feet on the Clearwater. 
This is interesting information, but it ha§ no particular bearing on the subject. 
We are talking about the contribution of Hells Canyon to flood control, and 
what other streams do in this connection is irrelevant. As for actual benefits 
during the 1948 flood, the Army engineers have estimated that if Hells Canyon 
had been in operation at that time, the flood level as Vancouver, Wash., would 
have been reduced 0.7 of a foot and the flood damage would have been reduced 
$10 to $12 million. If the Hells Canyon project had been in operation at the 
time of the 1894 flood, its usefulness in reducing the flood level would have 
been considerably greater. Mr. Houston has stated that a flood of the 1894 
magnitude could not occur again. I do not agree with that theory, and neither 
does the Corps of Engineers. The 1894 flood had a maximum discharge of about 
150,000 second-feet at Oxbow. The Army engineers feel that a flood flow of that 
magnitude can happen again, and that greater floods can happen. The fact 
that past maximums can be exceeded is evidenced by the recent disaster in 
the Missouri Valley, where new all-time peaks were established. In establish- 
ing Hells Canyon flood-control benefits, the Army engineers have stated that 
the average annual value of flood storage would amount to $1,460,000, which 
would capitalize at $37,561,000. This is a lot of money, but keep in mind that 


the single 1948 flood caused about $100,000,000 worth of damage. 
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Mr. Houston has stated that the Kooskia Dam on the Clearwater River could 
be built to provide more flood control and more power than Hells Canyon when 
Kooskia is operated in combination with the five low dams proposed by the 
Idaho Power Co. Such a comparison is not a correct one. The comparison 
should not be Kooskia and the five dams compared with Helis Canyon alone. 
The comparison should be Kooskia and the five dams, with Kooskia and Hells 
Canyon. The difference in favor of the Kooskia-Hells Canyon combination is 
over 500,000 kilowatts of prime power. The Kooskia project has good power 
potentials and was investigated by the Army on the basis of 3.1 million acre-feet 
The Army does not contirm Mr. Houston’s statement that 5 


of usable storage. 
this site. 


million acre-feet of usable storage could definitely be developed at 
Not mentioned by Mr. Houston are the serious conflicts at Kooskia with the fish 
interests, the flooding of three towns, mining properties, Indian lands, a branch of 
the Camas Prairie Railroad, and about 100 miles of State highways, including the 
important Lewis and Clark highway which is planned as an all-winter road join- 
ing the transcontinental highways at Missoula, Mont. The Kooskia project, as I 
said before, has good power potentials, but there are many conflicts to be re- 
solved before this project can be considered for construction. And again, we 
are not considering the Kooskia project, we are considering the authorization of 
the Hells Canyon project. 

In connection with the written statement of Mr. J. C. 
lowing brief comment to make. 

Some months ago Mr. Stevens requested and received from the Bonneville 
Power Administration information on our power studies having to do with the 
Hells Canyon project. This information included detailed worksheets for the 
critical low-water year 1936-37 and the three relative low years 1929-32. All 
of this information related to the C—2 system less Glacier View. Unfortunately, 
Mr. Stevens has not made correct use of this material. 

In his written statement, Mr. Stevens said that the nominal prime power capa- 
bility of 1,124,000 kilowatts claimed for Hells Canyon is based on critical stream 
flows of 1936-37, but that lower flows occurred on the Snake River in 1931-32 
and, therefore, the 1931-32 period should have been used. The 1931-82 period, 
according to Mr. Stevens, would have provided a prime power figure of 838,000 
kilowatts for Hells Canyon, compared to the Department’s figure of 1,124,000 
kilowatts. The fact that a more critical period of stream flow may be found in 
years other than 1936-37 on the Snake River is not significant. The Hells Canyon 
project would be a part of a system and would be operated on a system basis, and 
1936-37 is the critical year for the system. 

This situation can be true of plants in a system, or systems in a power pool 
For example, in the Northwest power pool some of the utilities, if Operated in- 
dependently, would have minimum years of 1920-30, 1980-31, 1934-35, and so on, 
but the minimum year for all of the systems combined is 1936-37. 

If we were to accept Mr. Stevens’ line of reasoning, here is what we would get 
into by using 1931-82 stream flows as he proposes. We would have a system ea 
pability, including Hells Canyon, which would be 270,000 kilowatts in excess of 
the system prime capability under 1936-37 water conditions. The system prime 
capability, with Hells Canyon, would therefore be overstated by 270,000 kilowatts. 

In arriving at a figure of prime capability without Heils Canyon in the svstem, 
Mr. Stevens adds another inconsistency. In addition to again using 1931-32 
flows, Which is wrong, he uses the average monthly capability over an S-month 
period instead of using the average capability during the 7-month storage draw 





Stevens, I have the fol- 


down period. 

By this innovation, Mr. Stevens arrives at a system capability, excluding Hells 
Canyon, which is 556,000 kilowatts in excess of the prime capability of 1936-37 
used by the Department. 

In the one case, with Hells Canyon, the system prime capability is overstated 
by 270,000 kilowatts, and in the other case, without Hells Canyon, the system 
prime capability is overstated 556,000 kilowatts. No power utility would dare 
sell power on the basis of Mr. Steven's conclusions, and no intelligent purchaser 
would buy prime power under such assumptions. If we were to market power 
on that basis, we would be in constant jeopardy of breach of contract in the 
event of a reoccurrence of the historical minimum year 1936-37. 

If we subtract the 270,000 kilowatts overstatement, with Hells Canyon, from 
the 556,000 kilowatts overstatement, without Hells Canyon, and add the differ- 
ence of 286,000 kilowatts to Mr. Stevens’ figure of 838,000 kilowatts of prime power 
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added by Hells Canyon, we would come out with 1,124,000 kilowatts for Hells 
Canyon, which is, of course, the correct figure. 


Exuipbit No. 5 


A SUPPLEMENT TO STATEMENT ON WATER Suppl_y FoR HeLLS CANYON DIVISION, 
ny F. M. CLinron, ASSISTANT ReGIONAL Director, BuREAU OF RECLAMATION 
Boise, IDAHO 


During the hearing on H. R. 5743 before the Interior and Insular Affairs Sub 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, on June 18, 1952, Congressman Saylor 
(p. 698) asked the Bureau’s witness, Mr. H. R. Stinson, whether the Hells 
Canyon Division would still be feasible if the State of Idaho would con 
sume almost all or better than 50 percent of the water in the river for those pur 
poses. Since Congressman Engle stated during the hearing on June 17 (p. 666) 
that this is a question of fact, there is presented herewith a summary of the 
resu'ts of extensive studies and calculations that were made during the course 
of engineering studies of this project. They show the effect of varving amounts 
of upstream irrigation development upon the flow of the river in Hells Canyon, 
and the effect such reductions in flow would have on the production of power 
by the Hells Canyon Division. 

Attached is a table showing the annual flow of the Snake River at the Oxbow 
gaging station as recorded by the Geological Survey from 1929 to 1948, inclu- 
sive, and the estimated flows that would have occurred in each of those years if 
progressively larger areas had been irrigated upstream. It should be recognized, 
of course, that the effect of the actual irrigation uses upstream in each of those 
years is already reflected in the recorded flows. The flows shown in all other 
columns of the table for the larger irrigated areas were determined by process 
of monthly computations of irrigation reservoir operations, diversions, and re- 
turn flows carried progressively downstream. The computations for 2,600,000 
acres and 3,800,000 acres irrigated upstream were made by a “task force” com- 
posed of Federal and State engineers, at the request of the Columbia Basin Inter- 
agency Committee, and the official report of that task force was approved and 
accepted by the parent committee. 

The figure of 3,800,000 acres includes all of the known areas of arable land 
in the Snake Basin for which there is a water supply. Tentative plans for 
irrigation of these areas were described in the Department’s comprehensive 
report on the Columbia River Basin. The computations for 3,000,000 and 
4.500.000 acres were made in a similar manner by engineers of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. For the latter acreage, the depleted flows were computed only 
for the four critically dry vears of 1929, 1930, 1931, and 1932 in order to compute 
the mean for the critical period. The computations for 4,500,000 acres were 
made to show the effect of Governor Jordan’s prediction that possibly a million 
acres may eventually be irrigated in the Snake River plain upstream from 
King Hill, Idaho, by pumping ground water from wells. Although there is 
probably that amount of tillable sagebrush land on the plain and there is suf- 
ficient ground water moving beneath the entire width of the plain to water that 
acreage, it is very doubtful whether the ground water can be withdrawn in 
sufficient volume at points where this acreage is located. The heavy concen- 
trations of ground water are in the lower end of the plain whereas the greater 
portion of the tillable land is located along the edges and at the upper end of 
the plain. Only time will tell how far this type of development can be expanded, 
but the present estimates of Federal engineers and geologists now indicate that 
it will not go beyond 300,000 acres. 

In order to portray the results of these computations graphically, the attached 
chart was prepared to show the decline in the mean annual river flow at Hells 
Canyon during the critically dry period of 1929-32 that would result from 
increasing the irrigated acreage upstream. This period was used because these 
were questions raised during the hearing whether the Hells Canyon Reservoir 
could be refilled during a succession of dry years such as those. 

During the investigation of the project an operation study was made with 
and without Hells Canyon to determine the increase in system prime power that 
Hells Canyon would provide after the irrigated area upstream had been expanded 
to 3.800,000 acres. Using such depleted flows it was found that Hells Canyon 
would still add 1,047,000 kilowatts of prime power to the C—2 system of Federal 
hydroelectric plants which has been referred to in nrevious testimony. This 
amounts to a reduction of only 7 percent below the 1,124 000 kilowatts which was 
estimated during the pay-out period. 
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Thus, (1) depletions during the pay-out period would not affect feasibility for 
they are already taken into account in figuring the pay-out, (2) the Hells Canyon 
project would still be able to develop more than a million kilowatts of prime 
power after the fullest practical development of the irrigation potential of the 
Snake River Basin, and (3) the river will not “dry up,” as predicted by Governor 
Jordan, far from it, it will continue to supply water for irrigation and for power. 


Estimated runoff, Snake River at Oxbow, Oreg., with future stages of upstream 
irrigation development 


(Units: 1,000 acre-feet] 


Estimated flow with future upstream irrigation 
Recorded by im) pie Lee ° ge eee 7 im 
UsGs 2,600,000 acres 3,000,000 acres 3,800,000 acres 4,500,000 acres 
upstream upstream upstream upstream 
irrigation! | irrigation # irrigation ? irrigation 4 


Water year October-September 


1929 a ; , 36 11, 033 10, 515 8, 724 
1930 = : 9, 7$ 9, 605 9, O28 , 331 
as y 8, 297 , 740 5, 218 
1932 = ‘ sa 10, 244 0, 398 
1933 _. ae a oe ode rs 10, O80 9, 504 
1934... “8 Sa ee ; | , 197 8, 521 | , 030 
a ; : ; ; §13 8, 433 , 852 
1936... S 10, 919 130 
1937 ” | 9, OF 8, 964 §. 470 
1938 ; r PS ee 5,{ | 13, 627 2, 798 
‘ a aS 11, 788 , 033 
10, 676 , 060 
10, 956 144 
12, 251 | , 561 
18, 831 ,» 752 
11, 377 , 926 | 
11, 808 ,013 
16, 516 5, 821 
13, 27! 2, 485 
577 
Total ; 236, 583 | 230, 485 216, 837 
Mean 1929-48___ “ : 11,829 » 52 10, 842 
Mean 1929-37 , 9, 913 9, 566 | 8, 963 
Mean 1929-32 10, 298 9, 795 | 9,170 


! Present development, CBIAC Report, May 

2 Present development, CBIAC Report, May 1951, plus 367,000 acres. 

3 Future stage development, CBIAC Report, May 1951 

‘ Future stage development, CBIAC Report, May 1951, plus 745,000 acres. This includes 1,000,000 acres 
new ground-water development above King Hill. Only basis for this increase is Gov. Len Jordan’s tes- 
timony in Hells Canyon hearings. 


Source: Bureau of Reclamation, Apr. 18, 1952. 
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WATER SUPPLY FOR HELLS CANYON 





CBIAC PLUS GOV. JORDAN 








CBIAC (ULTIMATE) (1,047,000 KW 
PRIME STILL GENERATED) 
(PHASE C-2 SYSTEM) 





PROJECT PAYS OUT AT THIS POINT 





AVERAGE FOR 50 YR. PAYOUT 
PERIOD (1,124,000 KW) 





PRESENT (1952) 


\ RECORDED (1929-1932 
CRITICAL PERIOD) 
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EXxHIsitT No. 6 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF R. P. PARRY, TWIN FALLS, IDAHO, IN OPPOSITION 
To H. R.5743 


This statement is intended to supplement the statement deposited with the 
clerk of the committee prior to the March hearings on this matter. (See pre- 
vious statement of R. P. Parry, p. 624.) 

The statement hereinafter is intended to supplement the prior statement and 
particularly to reply to the matter contained in the document denominated 
“Committee print—Selected Information on Proposed Snake River Reclamation 
Project Including Hells Canyon Dam,” and specifically exhibit A in such mate- 
rial. (See p. 115.) Also to certain statements made in the oral presentation 
in the last hearing. 

Departures from past precedents in important respects, are at least im- 
pliedly conceded by the Department of Interior in this material. 
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This project, instead of being in harmony with reclamation development as 
historically known, is in reality an attempt to get congressional approval for a 
radical new adventure. 

Here the Bureau of Reclamation for the first time is openly admitting that it 
wants to be in the power-producing business, completely divorced from even any 
pretense that the structure to be built has any connection with its statutory 
function of reclaiming land. No water stored in Hells Canyon Dam can or 
ever will be used for irrigation. The project will have no physical connection, 
directly or indirectly, with any application of water to land for any irrigation 
purpose anywhere. It is located downstream and below any areas that can be 
irrigated from the Snake River in Idaho. The myth of providing that the 
“profits,” if any there ever may be, are to be used to “aid” a miscellaneous group 
of unspecified, and now unknown, irrigation projects cannot transform this dam 
into an irrigation dam. 

If an entirely separate structure such as this can be converted into a rec- 
lamation project by simply stating that alleged profits are to aid irrigation, 
then any structure anywhere in the United States, whether it be a steam plant 
in the Tennessee Valley or a hydroelectric plant in the humid eastern seaboard, 
could be converted into a reclamation project. Hells Canyon is a power dam and 
a power dam only—it should be reviewed and authorized on that basis only. 

Where they have been adjuncts of true irrigation projects—either by reason 
of being physically located thereon, or an inseparable part thereof, hydro- 
electric power plants have been authorized for construction by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and the power profits used for repaying the Government along with 
payments from those farming the irrigated lands. 3ut never has there been 
authorized an independent dam, hundreds of miles away from any irrigation 
works whose sole function is to create power for a vast commercial power pool. 
Hells Canyon Dam is not designed to create power for pumping water for, or any 
other participation in, any particular irrigation project (as were Black Canyon 
and Prosser Dams cited by the Department in the committee print) nor will its 
power revenues ever be the property of any irrigation district (as is the case of 
another dam cited, i. e., Minidoka). The Department’s evidence in the hearing 
so far shows that if Hells Canyon is operated as allegedly planned, so as to assist 
the lower Columbia River hydroelectric plants with extra water during the 
winter low-water period, no substantial amount of power will be produced at 
Hells Canyon during the irrigation pumping season. If Idaho irrigators ever 
want irrigation pumping power from the Federal Columbia River system, such 
power would have to be transported from plants on the main Columbia River 
500 or more miles away. 

By the Bureau’s own pay-out schedule (p. 458), even if the optimistic 
assumptions there made remain true (a very unlikely event), there would 
only be available for irrigation assistance after 51 years the comparatively small 
amount of a little more than $2 million. 

It should be always borne in mind that the Bureau's own pay-out schedule re- 
veals that the probability of this dam paying out, and having a surplus at 
the end of 50 years is so “thin” that even the smallest percent of error in esti- 
mating cost would disrupt the schedule. And the past history of the Bureau 
is to the effect that almost always the final costs far exceed original estimates— 
sometimes to a fantastic extent. For instance in the case of eleven projects, 
Boulder Canyon, Davis Dam, Central Valley, Colorado-Thompson, Fort Peck, 
Hungry Horse, Columbia Basin, Kendrick, Riverton, Shoshone, Missouri River 
Basin, the first cost averaged approximately 26S percent of the original estimates. 
If a variation of even a small percentage occurs here, the whole financial jus- 
tification of this dam falls. 

It has been admitted at this hearing that it is planned to use the interest- 
component scheme which has never been authorized by Congress in justifying 
the Snake River project. Since this has been openly stated, and since the 
project cannot be justified without using the “interest component,” there is 
danger that if this bill is passed, there will be the claim made that Congress has 
finally authorized the interest component. The interest-component scheme is 
the only method that any substantial help for even the closely related and 
physically connected irrigation projects will receive from the mentioned Grand 
Coulee, Central Valley, and Big Thompson Dams. 

Not one of the examples cited by the Department as being dams constructed 
“solely for power, or with only incidental uses for other purposes, and no use 
for irrigation,’ are analogous to Hells Canyon Dam, nor do any of them con- 
stitute a precedent for such a project. Analysis of these named projects re- 





778 HELLS CANYON DAM 


veals that each one has a reason or a purpose which puts it in a separate class and 
in not one if them did the authorization act purport to empower the Bureau 
of Reclamation to go into the business of creating power for sale to a com- 
mercial pool and for no other purpose. 

The first example cited is Davis Dam on the Colorado River. While Davis 
Dam has power features it is an integral feature of the treaty between the 
United States and Mexico dated February 3, 1944 (59 Stat. 1219), apportioning 
the water of the Colorado River between the two nations. Article 12 (b) of that 
treaty provides: 

“The United States, within a period of 5 years from the date of the entry 
into force of this treaty, shall construct in its own territory and at its 
expense, and thereafter operate and maintain at its expense, the Davis 
storage dam and reservoir, a part of the capacity of which shall be used 
to make possible the regulation at the boundary of the waters to be deliv- 
ered to Mexico in accordance with the provisions of article 15 of this 
treaty.” 

Thus one of its major features is to assure to Mexico the delivery of 1,200,000 
acre-feet of water annually from the Colorado River for irrigation purposes in 
Mexico, 

The next example is Keswick Dam on the Sacramento River, a smail equal- 
iv7ing reservoir below the great Shasta Dam. It is a small unit of the great 
Central Valley project and was authorized at the same time. The Central 
Valley project was originally authorized under section 1 of the act of August 
30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1028, 1088) and the entire Central Valley project was reau- 
thorized by the act of August 26, 1987 (50 Stat. 850) and “declared to be for 
the purposes of improving navigation regulating the flow of the San Joaquin 
River and the Sacramento River controlling floods, providing for storage and 
for the delivery of the stored water thereof, for the irrigation of arid and semi- 
arid lands and lands of Indian reservations, and other beneficial uses and for 
the generation and sale of electric energy as a means of financially aiding and 
assisting such undertakings, and in order to permit the full utilization of the 
works constructed for the aforesaid purposes.” 

The Department's reference to the Hungry Horse Dam as being strikingly 
parallel, is likewise misleading when the precise terms of the authorizing act 
are compared with the language of H. R. 5743. While the precise language 
of the Hungry Horse authorizing act is already in the record, it is again quoted 
here for convenient reference : 

“That for the purpose of irrigation and reclamation of arid lands, for con 
trolling floods, improving navigation, regulating the flow of the South Fork 
of the Flathead River, for the generation of electric energy, and for other 
beneficial uses primarily in the State of Montana but also in downstream area, 
the Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to proceed as soon as 
practicable with the construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed 
Hungry Horse Dam (including facilities for generating electric energy) on the 
South Fork of the Flathead River, Flathead County, Mont., to such a height 
as may be necessary to impound not less than 1 million acre-feet of water. 

“The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to construct, operate, and main- 
tain under the provisions of the Federal reclamation laws (act of June 17, 
1902, 82 Stat. 3888 and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto), 
such additional works as he may deem necessary for irrigation purposes. Such 
irrigation works may be undertaken only after a report and findings thereon 
have been made by the Secretary of the Interior as provided in such Federal 
reclamation laws; and, within the limits of the water users’ repayment ability, 
such report may be predicated on allocation to irrigation of an appropriate 
portion of the cost of constructing said dam and reservoir. Said dam and 
reservoir and said irrigation works may be utilized for irrigation purposes only 
pursuant to the provisions of said Federal reclamation laws (58 Stat. 271). 

This language is strikingly different from the language of H. R. 5473, which 
as introduced, contains no reference whatever to irrigation as one of its pur- 
poses. Admittedly Hells Canyon Dam can have no actual irrigation benefits. 

Conversely, Hungry Horse Dam is situated near the headwaters of its stream. 
It is so situated that water stored therein can actually be used for irrigation. 
It is understood that it will soon be so used. 

The Eklutna project is in Alaska entirely outside the area of reclamation 
States and was required solely as a defense project and as a part of the Korean 
war effort to supply power needed in that defense area. The Bureau of Recla- 
mation as a convenient and trained agency was allocated the right to build that 
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dam. Recent hearings before the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee have 
revealed the status and results of this project. It is doubtful if even the Depart- 
ment now wishes the Eklutna project to be considered as a precedent for Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

Not one of the dams cited as precedents and mentioned above were presented 
to the Congress as constituting a step toward putting the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion into the power business as a separate function. The use of these dams 
as precedents is a specific warning as to the extent to which this legislation, if 
passed, will be construed as a commitment to put the Bureau of Reclamation 
in the power business completely, 

Hells Canyon is not a multipurpose dam as such description has been here- 
tofore used. As noted, it is devoid of irrigation benefits. To function as 
planned it must store substantially the entire flow of the Snake River for 10 
months of the year—thus destroying what navigability already exists on 
Snake River during high-flow periods. This storage of water and its later 
release, all for the benefit of lower Columbia power production, as planned for 
Hells Canyon, will have no beneficial effect on downstream navigation. Nor will 
the dam pool with its very large seasonal and annual fluctuations in both water 
level and backwater, have any real navigation benefit. (More detailed reference 
to this point is set out in reply to exhibit D, and particularly figure IX, aec- 
companying this statement.) Its flood-control feature is greatly exaggerated. 
The Snake River with upward of 10,000,000 acre-feet of reservoir capacity al- 
ready built or building, is already a well-controlled stream and has no appreciable 
floods at the time of the flood menace on the lower Columbia. Any dangerous 
floods from the Snake River are created from tributaries (principally the Salmon 
and Clearwater) which enter below it. Hells Canyon Dam is a power dam and 
nothing more. 

In presenting this legislation there has been a complete lack of candid dis- 
closure by the Department. For the second great departure from past practice 
in this bill is that it creates a new method of justifying projects and. in effect, 
wipes out all past criteria of finding projects feasible. It will apparently commit 
the United States irrevocably to the responsibility of supplying all present and 
future requirements of the vast and rapidly growing Pacific Northwest. No 
statutory basis now exists for maintaining that full responsibility for supplying 
all power requirements in this great region. But inch by inch and step by 
step the Bureau of Reclamation and Bonneville Power Administration have been 
maneuvering themselves into a position where they can claim that such re- 
sponsibility has been assumed. Since this project is being justified, and can 
be justified, only as a part of a great power system, there can be no doubt that 
the passage of this act will be used as foundation for the claim that the United 
States is finally and irrevocably committed to undertake this function. To 
finish projects now authorized has been shown to require additional appropria- 
tions in the neighborhood of $3,500,000,000, or an average appropriation over the 
next 10 years of $350,000,000 per year. 

The commitment implied by this act would require further expenditures and 
appropriations vastly in excess of this amount. 

Under the general Reclamation Act, each project to be built by the Bureau of 
Reclamation has been reviewed by the Congress as a separate unit and con- 
sidered to be standing on its own feet. Each project has been required to be 
shown as separately feasible. Each project has been required to show (except 
for items made unreimbursable by law) that its costs will be repaid either by 
the land irrigated under it or by the sale of its power. This act is an entirely 
new departure for it in effect “pools” feasibility from other projects, some not 
even authorized, some authorized but not appropriated for, and some not in 
existence, In other words, the proponents say that, if they take from the repay- 
ment possibilities of other projects, that, then, this project is feasible and can 
repay its cost. Of course, this makes a mockery of the past yardstcik of feasi- 
bility and repayment capability. Any project can be maneuvered into an arti- 
ficial feasibility or rep» yment program by tying it onto other good projects. The 
better these other projects are, the more poor ones can be tied onto them, and 
so on endlessly. Here the Congress is, at least by implication, being asked to 
say that this project is feasible and can pay out by using the repayment capability 
of existing projects (and thus causing a depletion of the full pay out possibility 
of those projects which has already been used in authorizing them) and even 
taking benefits from projects that are not now in existence, and may never be 
built. 

Likewise, so far as existing law now provides, each of the Columbia River 
dams must sell their power at rates which are so computed that power produced 
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by each dam will repay its cost within the specified period of time. No act of 
Congress has specifically authorized the Bureau of Reclamation, or any other 
agency, to create a vast integrated and interconnected public power system 
If one is being created, it is without congressional blessing. If the method pre- 
sented here for justifying this dam is given congressional approval, then the 
Congress has, at least by implication, provided for the pooling of the cost of all 
the dams in the Columbia Basin either now built or to be built in the future. 
And the determination of the repayment rate, not on each dam alone, as in the 
past, but on a great pool of dams. And the United States will be in the power 
business forever in a tremendous way. 

If this precedent is to be established by the Congress, since it would be of far 
reaching effect and of vast moment, it should be specitically spelled out, debated 
and considered, and not be accomplished by indirection. 

Finally, this bill in effect creates a precedent by a sort of back-door method 
for the controversial basin account for it provides (sec. 4) that the mythical 
Snake River project shall consist of any and all irrigation projects that may be 
authorized by Congress. Proponents of this legislation, speaking in the other 
House of this Congress, have already indicated that they have in mind some 
13 or more projects scattered through a number of States. The bill places no 
limit as to the number or location of irrigation projects that may be called the 
Snake River project. On its face then, it at least creates a Little Basin account 
and by the provisions of section 4 (c) anticipates a larger and greater basin 
account. This particular bookkeeping device has been , defeated in past 
Congresses. 

In summary therefore, there probably has never been a single act in recent 
decades which has either directly or indirectly committed the Congress and the 
United States to so many departures from historic reclamation practices as does 
this one, 

The final portion of exhibit A (p. 117) in the Department’s statement is a 
purported comparison of the relative values of the five privately financed run- 
of-the-river plants sought to be constructed in the same stretch of Snake River 
as the Hells Canyon Dam. It has already been noted that the flood-control fea- 
tures of the Hells Canyon Dam are so small as to give it no particular right of 


precedence on that point. The remaining point, then, is the relative financial 


ussistance that might be given to irrigation from either of the two types of 
Such assistance comes out of the Federal Treasury, whatever device 


project. 
may be used, 

According to the pay-out schedule (p. 458), the first actual contribution 
of money into the Federal Treasury which could in turn be used to assist irri- 
gation as a result of the Hells Canyon Dam would be about $2.8 million after 
the end of the fifty-first year. On the other hand it has been conservatively 
estimated that the five low-head dams would annually pay Federal income taxes, 
if current rates and brackets prevail, of about $714 million per year. In the 
5O-vear pay-out period these dams, then, would contribute to the Federal Treasury 
$375 million. If it is desired to use this actual cash contribution to assist 
irrigation, it would be much greater than the imagined contribution from Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

In one other respect the run-of-the-river plants would be superior. To justify 
the tremendous financial cost of the great storage dam proposed at Hells Canyon 
site, the dam must have water rights and these will inevitably come in conflict 
with present and future irrigation water rights upstream. Particularly there is 
inevitable a conflict between the water rights for this dam and the future 
upstream water rights in the dry years—even some of the present upstream 
dams do not fill in the driest years. 

In the case of the private power colapany and its low-head dams there will be 
no such conflict for that company, probably for selfish reasons, has taken the 
position that its power water rights shall be subordinate to all upstream irrigation 
rights both present and future. This position was made a matter of formal 
record as early as September 15, 1947, long prior to the Hells Canyon proposal. 
(m that date, in a hearing before the Hydroelectric Commission of Oregon, at 
Salem, Oreg., the then president of the Idaho Power Co., Mr. C. J. Strike, stated 
unequivocally : 

“Mr. STRICKLIN, You have asserted the right to 8,000 feet per second under 
an authority of 1906. Now the records show that at certain times the flow 
has dropped below that, perhaps with the development upstream, and par- 
ticularly in the upper stream and on the Idaho side, the normal flow will 
probably be depleted below the 8,000. Now there are many rights in Oregon 
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for irrigation, which have been initiated subsequent to 1906, as you know; 
and under our laws you also know that we have to distribute water accord- 
ing to priority, and if you are successful in establishing that 1906 right, you 
will establish a right that will be ahead of and prior to a considerable are: 
in the State, rights which were established for irrigation after 1906. 

“Mr. Strike. In connection with that question, I wish to state that at no 
place on the Snake River have we ever taken the position that where our 
water rights for power were developed have we in any way deprived irriga- 
tion people of what we believe to be the first and most important use of Water. 
And in connection with any present water rights that we now have or any 
right for which we are making application, we will be agreeable to language 
that is reasonable and businesslike, that reserved to irrigators upstream 
right to which they are entitled or for which they have filed either before 
1906 or after that time. So that we will only be using water after it has 
perforined its function of irrigation, whether or not that gives us the full 
amount of water each day for which we have water rights. We will submit 
to the commission the records of the State of Oregon und Siate of Idaho, to 
show that at no time have we ever taken any other position than I have just 
described. 

“Mr. STRICKLIN. Would you object to a waiver of the 1906 right in excess 
of the quantity of the 2,000 per second feet? 

“Mr. StrIKE. So far as we are concerned whether it be the 1906 right or 
the right to be granted at this time we are agreeable to the commission 
including in its order the priority rights of irrigators. 

“Mr. STRICKLIN. And recognize that as a prior right? 

“Mr. Srrike. That is correct. That is upstream irrigators. 

“Mr. STRICKLIN. Yes, because water would be available downstream. 

“Mr. Strike. 1 understand. I wanted to have it clear.” 

This policy has continued to be followed for the testimony of Governor Jordan 
of Idaho in this hearing has shown that the power company has consented to, 
and the State of Idaho has placed in all water rights certificates for the Oxbow 
plant, apt language providing that such water rights shall be subject to all future 
upstream irrigation rights. 

The burden of the oral statement of the counsel for the Government before this 
committee and in the statement which he filed is that section 2 of H. R. 5743 
adequately protects future upstream beneficial consumptive uses, 

Section 2 provides in part: 

“The operation of the Hells Canyon division shall be only such : 
as does not conflict with any future depletion of stream flows arising from 
future upstream diversions for beneficial consumptive uses under State law : 

(1) Ina total amount which is reasonable and equitable for the irrigation 
of new and supplemental land developments which are, in total area, like 
those indicated in chapter IV of the Substantiating Materials to the Hells 
Canyon Project Report, as set forth in volume 2 of House Document No. 473. 
Fighty-tirst Congress; and 

(2) In a total amount which is reasonable and equitable for future up 
stream consumptive uses for domestic, municipal, stock water, mining, and 
industrial purposes.” 

The Substantiating Materials specifies 1,115,000 acres of new land and 1,233,000 
acres of supplemental land.” 

Counsel for the Government, in answer to persistent questioning by lawyer 
members of this committee (pp. 445, 657 to 659, and GOS) has refused to admit 
that this constitutes a limitation by the United States on the right of the State 
of Idaho to utilize waters owned by the State of Idaho for irrigation purposes. 
On the contrary, he relies’ upon the highly technical legal view that it would 
constitute a limitation on the Federal Government in the exercise of its right 
to improve navigation under the commerce clause. This view is not shared by 
many members of the committee. For example, Chairman Engle said (p. 318): 

“Mr. ENGLE. * * * While he is looking at that, I would like to say 
to the gentleman from Montana that I just doubt very much if the Congress 
has the power to put the reservations in there that are mentioned in 
section 2. 

“Mr. D’Ewarr. I agree with you. 

“Mr. EnGie. The Federal Government does not own any water and what- 
ever water it owns it acquires from the State and if the State is not willing 
to make the water available for this projoct, this project cannot be built. 
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“Mr. D'Ewarr. That is the very thing I am bringing up, Mr. Chairman. 

“Mr. BupGe. Mr. Chairman, would you yield to me? 

“Mr. D’Ewarr. I think it is important. I am giving the lawyer as well 
as these other witnesses a chance to tell their side of it. 

“Mr. ENGLE. Let me go a minute further and then I will yield to the 
gentleman. 

“What I am saying is that we have always understood that the States 
implemented these projects by making their natural resources available 
and that water is a natural resource that belongs to the State. It doesn't 
belong to the Federal Government, and there is no way to implement the 
project without the States making the natural resource available. What 
this bill in effect says is that the water that shall be used shall not conflict 
with existing uses, valid under State law, and then as to future depletions, 
up the Snake River, which might of course affect the power production of 
the project and make it wholly useless, they protect themselves by saying 
that those uses, those future depletions, cannot total more than what they 
regard as a reasonable and equitable amount, and for new and _ supple- 
mental land developments, in a total area, such as indicated in this House 
document, and further than that, that the total amount which is reasonable 
and equitable for future consumptive uses shall be—that is for domestic and 
municipai and stock water, mining and industrial purposes. 

“In other words, what they are trying to do here as I understand it is 
to say that they are going to freeze all the water uses and water rights now 
existing on the Snake River above the Hells Canyon project, subject to 
only what they regard as reasonable, which would be those uses which did 
not in effect ruin this project. In other words, the project preempts the 
water so far as future depletion is concerned. The question I raise about 
that is how you can write any such bill as that. I do not believe we can 
do it.” 

In any light the matter may be viewed, and despite technical legal arguments 
to the contrary, the fact is inescapable, that the results of this section, if enacted, 
would be to limit the State of Idaho in future irrigation from Snake River to 
1,113,000 acres of new land and 1,233,000 acres of supplemental land. The 
State of Idaho does not concede that this is the limit. The land is there and the 
only limit is the amount of water available. 

In any event it is abundantly clear from the many questions raised by mem- 
bers of this committee that there are inherent in this proposal many grave con- 
stitutional questions which remain unanswered and which must be resolved be- 
fore this large expenditure is authorized. Since navigable features are tied to 
this project, a field in which Federal Government rights are asserted to be 
supreme, there is a grave question whether any language can be inserted in a 
bill which would give Idaho’s water rights the protection to which they are 
entitled against a great downstream Federal project. 

Moreover, even if this provision were so revised to completely remove any limi- 
tation on the State of Idaho on the use of its waters for future upstream con- 
sumptive uses, what assurance does the State of Idaho have that some future 
Congress might not modify the purported protection of these upstream consump- 
tive uses if subsequent upstream developments should cast doubt on the feasibil- 
ity of a bhalf-billion-dollar Federal plant investment. 

I respectfully submit that my fears in this connection are not without founda- 
tion. In negotiating the Snake River compact apportioning the waters of the 
Snake River between the States of Idaho and Wyoming, in which I actively par- 
ticipated, these States insisted upon a provision (article V) making the use of 
waters of the Snake River for the generation of hydroelectric power subservient 
to the use of such waters for domestic, stock, and irrigation purposes. Even 
though a later article XIV—A specifically protected Federal water rights, the 
Bureau of the Budget (memorandum to the President dated April 21, 1950) and 
the President (letter to R. J. Newell dated May 3, 1950) questioned this protec- 
tion paragraph and accepted it only on the theory that later congressional action 
could resolve any conflict. So also could later congressional action modify sec- 
tion 2. 

Nor is the State of Idaho afforded much comfort from the assurance of 
Government counsel that the Secretary of the Interior, under section 8 of the 
act of June 17, 1902, is required to proceed in conformance with State laws re- 
lating to the control, appropriation, and use of waters. A mere reading of 
section 8 shows on its face that it has no application to an appropriation for 
pewer purposes which is the only type of appropriation involved in this pro- 
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posed project. It has no irrigation features. Section 8, by its very terms, is 
confined to irrigation. It reads in part: 

“That nothing in this act shall be construed as affecting or intended to 
affect or to in any way interfere with the laws of any State or Territory 
relating to the control, appropriation, use, or distribution of water used in 
irrigation, or any vested right acquired thereunder, and the Secretary of 
the Interjor, in carrying out the provisions of this act, shall proceed in 
conformity with such laws. hates 
Moreover, conceding the sincerity of local Bureau officials, that they interpret 

section 8 as required the United States to proceed in conformity with State 
law, this is not the official position of the United States as reflected by its At- 
torney General, its chief law officer. In the brief of the United States in —_ 
port of its motion to intervene in Nebraska v. Wyoming and Colorado (325 U. 
ns80), the Attorney General said: 

“The question whether, as to heretofore assumed, the Secretary of the . 
Interior is absolutely obliged by section 8 of the Reclamation Act to conform 
his action to State law, and to subject himself to State administrative su- 
pervision in all respects save those in which the Reclamation Act and sub- 
sequent legislation specifically authorize a different action, is not presented 
by the present motion. No attempt accordingly will be made to discuss it 
in extenso. It is important, however, that a summary statement of the 
Government's views should be made, since while the Government does not 
now ask the court affirmatively to accept those views a denial of the pres- 
ent motion might embarrass their advancement in the future, 

“Section S may be interpreted as making the validity of the Secretary's 
action (except as otherwise expressly provided) dependent in an absolute 
sense upon its conformity with State law or as prescribing only a rule 
of administrative conduct—a departure from which would not entitle third 
persons or the State to treat his action as nugatory. In the first view, 
section 8 subjects Federal reclamation projects to the detailed government 
of State law and State administrative officials; in the second, it seeks 
only to secure harmony of the State and Federal law whenever possible, 
and cooperation of State and Federal officials. We think that the latter 
view is correct; that the provision of section 8 is directory only, and not 
mandatory. So few conflicts have actually arisen in the administration 
of the reclamation law that neither administrative rulings nor judicial 
decisions have thus far resolved this question. We think it correct to 
state, however, that the construction adopted by the Government reflects 
more faithfully than any other the existing understanding and practice both 
of the Bureau of Reclamation and of State legislators and administrators. 

“The question here raised has obvious bearing upon the duty of Federal 
officers to comply with State supervision over the details of erection and 
maintenance of Federal reclamation projects and upon the duty of State 
officers to exercise such supervision. A survey of other possible points of 
conflict between State and Federal law would extend this discussion unduly, 
and would necessarily be largely speculative. A single illustration, however, 
may serve to show the nature and implications of the problem. 

“Conformity with State procedure for initiating and perfecting appropria- 
tions is one of the most obviously desired means of harmonizing Federal 
reclamation activity with State law. The Reclamation Act did not revoke 
the privilege accorded to private persons by the acts of 1866, 1870, and 1877 
of acquiring rights to the waters of the public domain by following the 
procedure prescribed by State laws, and compliance with those laws by 
the Secretary would serve as a convenient method of giving notice to private 
appropriators. Congress had in mind when it enacted section 8. (See 
H. Rept. No. 1468, 57th Cong., Ist sess., p. 7.) Clearly Congress meant by 
section 8 that the Secretary should comply with State law in the making of 
appropriations insofar as it was practicable for him to do so.” 

In brief substance, looking through the artfully worded verbiage of the 
Attorney General's statement, only one conclusion can be reached: The Federal 
Government will comply with State law only when it finds it convenient to do so. 
So far as we have been able to ascertain, this is still the official position of the 
Attorney General of the United States. The State of Idaho finds small comfort 
in such an assurance. 

I accordingly repeat again that no great storage dam can be constructed on 
Snake River above’ the mouth of the Salmon River without there inevitably 
arising a conflict with upstream irrigation water rights. There is no adequate 
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way to protect Idaho’s future irrigation rights aside from a Columbia River 
interstate Compact. 


Exninit No. 7 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF T. E. RoAcCH, PRESIDENT, IDAHO POWER Co., Bolsr, 
IDAHO, IN OpposITIOoN To H. R. 5743 


Answer to Exhibits B and C—Committee Print (pp. 451 and 452 of this hearing) 
entitled “Selected Information on Proposed Snake River Reclamation Project 
Including Hells Canyon Dam” 


E.rhibit B—entitled “Comparison—Hells Canyon With Orbow and Various Plans 
for Ultimate Development” 


In answer to a request from the House Subcommittee on Irrigation and Re- 
clamation for information that would be helpful in analyzing the benefits of 
various proposed projects on the Snake River, the Department of the Interior 
prepared exhibit B making comparisons between the various proposed projects. 
These were discussed in the following order: 

1. Hells Canyon with Idaho Power Co. Oxbow plant and various plans for 
ultimate development. 

Hells Canyon with Idaho Power Co. Oxbow plant. 

3. Hells Canyon with five run-of-river plants. 

4. Various combinations including Hells Canyon, Nez Perce, Low Mountain 
Sheep, High Mountain Sheep and 4 run-of-river plants. 

5. Kooskia Dam. 

In the Department’s discussion set forth in the committee print (p. 9), the 
following conclusions and observations were expressed : 

“Priority of plans: 

“The best plan: Hells Canyon plus Nez Perce. 
“Next best plan : Hells Canyon plus Low Mountain Sheep. 
“Third plan: High Mountain Sheep plus four run-of-river dams. 

“Conclusions and observations : 

“(1) It should be noted that Hells Canyon is an essential part of each of the 
two best plans. No plan that does not include Hells Canyon can be built that does 
not lose at least 600,000 kilowatts of prime power capability, 3,700,000 acre-feet 
of storage capacity, and $8,800,000 of flood control and other benefits. 

“(2) Any one, or all of the run-of-river dams make full resource development 
impossible, and result in loss of both power and storage, as well as loss of flood 
control and navigation benefits. 

“(3) No combination of downstream storage with the run-of-river dams is as 
effective as either of the two combinations of dams that utilize the Hells Canyon 
site. In short, if the Hells Canyon storage capacity is wasted by construction 
of small dams, that loss will be permanent and cannot be recovered by any other 
combination of dams. 

“(4) Hells Canyon requires less capital investment than any other proposal, 
or combination of proposals, that will produce equivalent results. 

“(5) The power from Hells Canyon Dam is urgently needed, and that dam can 
be completed more quickly than any other of the large dams, such as the 
High Mountain Sheep or Nez Perce Dams. 

“(6) Hells Canyon is therefore the most effective and the best next develop- 
ment.” 

An analysis of the Department's “comparisons,” especially when viewed in the 
light of other proposed developments as presented in the testimony, results in 
the following six conclusions: 

1. Hells Canyon is not an essential part in the best plans for resource develop- 
ment. The minor amount of additional power available as a result of Hells 
Canyon storage would be far more expensive than could be obtained at other 
hydro developments or by steam plants. Hells Canyon storage would creute 
negligible flood-control benefits, and flood-control purposes can be more ade- 
quately served by projects on the upper reaches of major tributaries of the 
Snake River. 

2. The run-of-river plants are more realistic from both an engineering and 
financial standpoint. They provide full resource development within the limits 
of sound and practical investment, 


, 
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3. No combination of developments including Hells Canyon is as financially 
feasible as any combination including the five run-of-river plants. 

4. The capital investment per kilowatt of prime power required for any pro- 
posal including the five run-of-river plants is materially less than the capital 
investment required for any proposal that includes Hells Canyon. 

5. Generation from the run-of-river plants will be available 2 to 4 years ahead 
of the earliest possible time that power could be obtained from Hells Canyon. 

6. Hells Canyon is the most expensive project proposed for present construc- 
tion and would contribute the smallest benefits to the over-all program. The 
five run-of-river plants, measured by both engineering and financial standards, 
are the practical way to develop the reach of the Snake River in controversy. 


Comparisons—Hells Canyon with Oxbow and various plants for ultimate develop- 
ment (committee print, p. 4) 

Stream-flow conditions existing during the project payout period determine its 
financial feasibility. The actual stream-flow conditions that will exist at the 
time Hells Canyon could be placed in operation, and during its payout period, 
would be greatly different from the conditions upon which the Bureau has pre- 
dicated its Hells Canyon studies. Two principal factors involving stream flow 
have been minimized or entirely overlooked by the Bureau: 


(1) 


Present depletion trends of Snake River water due to upstream irrigation in- 
dicate that the stream flow available during the payout period will be far less 
than that estimated by the Bureau. In its recent statements the Bureau has 
estimated that the rate of irrigation development will proceed more slowly than 
had been formerly estimated in House Document 473. This conclusion is evi- 
dently based on the Bureau’s assumption that stream flow depletion will occur 
only as a result of irrigation development by the Bureau, and ignores the spec- 
tacular irrigation development achieved in recent years by individuals and 
organizations without Bureau sponsorship or assistance. 

In the 3-year period, 1949-51, nearly 100,000 acres of new land were placed 
under irrigation in the Snake River area without any Bureau participation. 
In this 3-year period alone individual initiative placed under irrigation about 
one-third as much acreage as that which the Department estimated would be 
developed during the entire 50-year payout period of Hells Canyon. This rate 
or irrigation development by individuals is continuing. Irrigation permits al- 
ready issued by the State of Idaho assure the development of land at a rate much 
faster than the Department’s estimate. Furthermore, individuals are securing 
new permits to irrigate land at a rate of 100,000 acres per year. Before the time 
Hells Canyon can be constructed, the Snake River will have been depleted by 
private development below the point which the Bureau assumes will exist during 
the payout period. The result is that the stream tlow available at Hells Can- 
yon during this period will be materially less than calculated by the Department; 
therefore, the claimed power capabilities and financial feasibility are consider- 
ably different than presently estimated by the Department. 


(2 


In its estimates and computations of power production capability, the Depart- 
ment erroneously assumes a low water period of only 744 months, as experienced 
during the 1936-37 water year. The proper determination of the period of 
critical stream fiows during the payout period of a particular project must be 
niade in the light of water conditions at the site as well as the generating capa- 
bilities and load of the system to which the power plant may be connected. In 
the case of the Snake River at the Hells Canyon site, low stream flows were 
experienced in all the years from 1928 to 1957, the minimum water years being 
1930-81 and 1934-35. 

The system to which the proposed Hells Canyon plant would be connected 
has several storage plants (existing, authorized, or under construction) on the 
Columbia above the mouth of the Snake. On this reach of the Columbia the 
extreme minimum flow condition occurred during a brief period in 1936-37, 
Which was used by the Department for its claimed benetits for Hells Canyon, in 
spite of the fact that continued low tlows were experienced during the entire 
1928-32 period. 

In the operation of a system of storage reservoirs for power production, the 
critical power period is that in which all water in usable storage must be with- 





786 HELLS CANYON DAM 


drawn to maintain stream flows at a level adequate to assure maximum depen 
able power output. In the 308 report, the Army engineers developed the plans 
and power studies for the presently authorized system of reservoirs and proposed 
future developments, and from these detailed studies determined the critica) 
power period for the various levels or phases of the Columbia development pro 
gram. The effect of the storage facilities added in the several phases of pro 
posed development, in determining the length of the critical power period, is 
clearly set forth on page O-38, appendix O, of the 308 report dated October 1 
1948, as follows: “ 


“With phase B system the critical power period is 6 months in length 
extending from October 1, 1936, to April 1, 1937. Similarly with phase ¢ 
series the critical power period is 30 months in length extending from 
September 1, 1929, to March 1, 1982. Phase D critical power period is 
considered to be 42 months long September 1928 to March 1, 1982.” 


The use by the Department of 7144 months, as the period of minimum power pro 
duction for the entire system, is therefore wholly unrealistic and is completely 
at odds with the determinations of the agency thus far responsible for the plan 
ning and development of the over-all Columbia River program. 

The various development phases referred to in the above quotation were de- 
termined by the Army engineers from the estimated load requirements of the 
area. The Bonneville Power Administration 1952 advance program (table IV 
p. 25) now estimates that the load contemplated in phase C level will be reached 
in 1960, and the load contemplated in the phase ID level will be reached in 1968 

It is therefore apparent that by the time Hells Canyon could be completed, 
the Pacific Northwest will already be in the phase C load level, and the critical 
power period will not be the 744-month period (based on 1936-87 low water con- 
ditions) used by the Department in its claimed benefit assumptions, but will 
be the 30-month phase C critical power period; and by 1973, at the latest, this 
will have been extended to a 42-month period, as found by the Army engineers 
to exist when the phase D level of load requirements is reached. The critical 
stream-flow period that will apply during almost the entire pay-out period of 
Hells Canyon will be 42 months long, September 1928 to March 1, 1932, and 
consequently, power production figures and financial feasibility must be predi- 
cated on the power production which would be available during that time 
Therefore, the data shows on tables 1 and 2 of the committee print (see pp. 
433 and 438 of this hearing) should be adjusted to. reflect correct power 
capabilities as shown in the attached tables 1A and 2A. 

Tables 1A and 2A not only reflect a realistic stream-flow depletion due to future 
irrigation, but also utilize the power production capability determined from the 
detailed studies contained in the Army engineers’ reports which are public 
records. 

TABLE 1A.—Summary of comparisons 


§ run-of- 
river 
plants 

‘lus 

untair 

Sheep 


5 run-of- Hells 


Hells 5 run-of- Hells iver Canyon 


river Canyon 
plants plus Nez 
alone Perce 


Canyon 
alone 


Plants plus 
plus Nez | Mountain J 
> - Mo 
Perce Sheep 


Cost: | 
Federal $356, 000, 000 0 $856, 000, 000 $500, 000, 000 $804, 000, 000 $448, 000, 000 
Private. : 0 $134, 000, 000 0 134, 000, 000 0 134, 000, 000 


Total Se 356, 000,000 134, 000,000 856, 000,000 634, 000,000 804,000,000 582, 000, 000 


Total head utilized (feet) 602 600 1, 182 1, 180 
Hydraulic heights (feet) __- 602 600 1615 1615 2 560 
Active storage (acre-feet) 3, 900, 000 0 8, 700, 000 4, 800, 000 6, 100, 000 
Prime power (kilowatts) 3 627, 000 3 487, 000 1, 633, 000 1, 493, 000 1, 295, 000 
Other benefits—flood control 

navigation, recreation $43, 500,000 $1,000,000 $57, 400,000 $57, 400,000 $49, 600,000 $28, 500, 000) 
Annual cost of power kilo- 

watt-year) 4 3 $25.14 3 $19.45 $24. 12 $22.17 $28. 06 $26. 02 


! Nez Perce only. 

2 Mountain Sheep only. 

3 Incremental annual cost of 140,000 kilowatts increase, Hells Canyon over 5 run-of-river plants, is $44.92 
per kilowatt-year. 

4 Annual cost on Federal plants at site equals 4.4 percent of cost (except Hells Canyon $14,330,000 at site 
annual cost on Federal plants downstream equals downstream kilowatt times $9.86. 
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TABLE 2A.—Detail of comparison 


| 
5 run-of- Hells 5 wnat 
river Canyon 1 4 
plants | plus Low ee A 
yy — Mountain 
a Sheep 


5run-of | Hells 
Hells : , a 
. , Canyon 
Items | Canyon river | wom 
aaa. plants plus Nez 
alone elonie | 


Cost: | 

At-site costs 4 ‘ $356, 000, 000 $134, 000, 000) $3.56, 000, G00 $134, 000, 000 $35 000 $134, 000, 
Do ‘ 500, 000, 000 500, 000,000 352, 000, 000 352. 000, 

Tunnel. , Sibiatind : : = : 96, 000, 000 96, 000, 

Downstream.,! 

Federal lis 356, 000, 000 56, 000, 000 500, 000, 000, 804, 000, 000) 448, 000 

Private _. ‘ | 134, 0600, 000 134, 000, 000 134, 000, 


Total Ae 356, 000, 000 134, 000, 000) 856, 000,000 634, 000,000 804, 000,000 582, 000, 
Annual costs 
Federal er 15, 760, 000 39, 387, 23, 627,000 36,340,000 2 20, 
Private paddies 9, 471, 000 9, 471, 000 39. 


Total - 15, 760, 000 9, 471, 000) 39, 387, 33, 098, 000; 36,340,000 30, 


Total head utilized (feet)___- (02 600 1, 1, 180 1, 127 
Hydraulic height (feet) ___- 602 600) 02 600 602 
Do ; Dine tld _ | 615 560 


Active storage (millions 
acre-feet): 

Dam —_— hive 3.9 3. § ame 3.9 = : 

EE LEN ' - : 2. 3 2.2 


Total = 3.9 0 : 6.1 ‘ 
Prime power (kilowatts) __- 627, 000 487,000, 1,633,000, 1, 498,000; 1, 295,000 ~—:1, 155, 000 
Other benefits. _. : ..| $43, 500,000 $1, 000, 000) $57, 400, 000, $57, 400, 000, $49, 600, 000, $28, 500, 000 
Annual cost of power (kilo- | } 

watt-year) - $25. 14 $19. 45 $24. 12 $22. 17) $28. 06 $26. 02 
Priority of plans for | 
ment... oe (*) | First! _- —_ Second 


22 


« 


! Additions to downstream plants not required in phase D. 

? Includes cost of downstream generation at $9.86 per kilowatt-year. 

3 Excluding taxes. 

4 The 5 run-of-river plants are a sound and economic part of any plan for comprehensive development. 


Com parison—Hells Canyon with Oxbow (committee print, p. 6) 

The Department’s comments under this heading do not conform either to 
the facts or to the public records. 

In the first place, the Idaho Power Co.’s application with the Federal Power 
Commission is not merely for a preliminary permit for the Oxbow development. 
Application for preliminary permit was filed 5 years ago, in 1947. Following 
engineering and design studies, the company in 1950 filed with the Commission 
a formal application for license under the Federal Power Act. The license 
application (exhibit Q) states: 


“Development of the four remaining projects in the proposed comprehen- 
sive plan will be undertaken in orderly stages as the power requirements 
of the area demand, assuring to the people of the area full and economic 
utilization of the potential power resources of the Snake River in the area 
extending a distance of approximately 100 miles below Weiser, Idaho.” 


The private utility has a record of over 35 years of meeting all its service obli- 
gations. The company’s load growth curve indicates that the southern Idaho- 
eastern Oregon service area will require all of the power from the five low-head 
dam program by about 1960; therefore, the company’s plans are based on the 
completion of the construction of all five dams within the next 8-year period. 
The company’s expressed intent in its application to the Federal Power Com- 
mission, as well as the requirements of its service area, assure the completion 
of the entire program prior to the time that Hells Canyon could be put in 
service for initial limited production. Therefore, the Department's comments 
and comparison between Hells Canyon and Oxbow only are entirely irrelevant 
to any realistic estimate of the situation. 
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Comparison—Hells Canyon and all five run-of-river plants (committee print, p. 6) 

In this comparison the Department bases its power production claims on as- 
sumed conditions which patently will not exist over the pay-out period of the 
Hells Canyon Reservoir. Its ciaimed 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime power at 
Hells Canyon cannot possibly be produced under conditions similar to the true 
critical water period as of 1928-32 (even ignoring all future irrigation deple 
tion). The maximum power production that can reasonably be claimed for Hells 
Canyon is approximately 627,000 kilowatts, In its 308 report studies the Army 
engineers arrived at a prime power capability of only 605,000 kilowatts (460,000 
kilowatts at site and 145,000 kilowatts downstream), based on 575 feet of head 
These estimates were again confirmed by the Army engineers in the recent re- 
port of Mareh 14, 1952. The Department's proposal, however, assumes 602 
feet of head, which would provide an increase of some 4 percent in power 
output at the site, resulting in the 627,000 kilowatts above referred to. 

The Army engineers have figured the prime power possibilities of the five 
low-head dams on the same water conditions as used in their computations for 
the high-head dam, and have arrived at a prime power capability of 487,000 
kilowatts for the low-head developments. It is apparent, therefore, that the 
maximum difference in the power production of the two proposals is but a 
small fraction of that claimed by the Department of the Interior, the difference 
being only 140,000 kilowatts. 

Any sound and practical actual Comparison of these proposals must be based 
on th cost of power. Inasmuch as the Hells Canyon high dam has an estimated 
cost of $856,000,000, plus $150,000,000 for transmission, or $506,000,000, and 
the five low-head dams including transmission $160,000,000, it is apparent that 
the cost of the capability difference is approximately $2,500 per kilowatt—a 
ridiculous figure. The comment that the five low-head dams would have no 
storage comparable to 3,880,000 acre-feet is superficial, because more effective 
and economical storage is available at various other locations, including Kooskia 
on the Clearwater (where no storage presently exists, and where substantial 
storage is essential for both flood control and downstream power use). 

The Department attributes great value for Hells Canyon storage for flood 
control and navigation purposes. The records show, however, that the Upper 
Snake River, with its extensive upstream reservoir system, all constructed since 
the maximum flood year of 1894 (upon which the Department continues to base 
is flood control benefits), has contributed little or nothing to the principal floods 
on the lower Columbia since the turn of the century. Although much comment 
may be made regarding the peak flow of Snake River in the spring of 1952, which 
occurred on April 28 (88,750 cubie feet per second at Oxbow), this flow did not 
present any flood hazard to the downstream area and could not have been re- 
duced by Hells Canyon, had it been in existence, because it would have been 
necessary to pass the water through Hells Canyon in order to maintain storage 
capacity to hold back Snake River at the time of the greater surge of flood 
waters which occurs later on the main stem of the Columbia. Furthermore, 
the 1952 peak flow on the Snake could have been reduced to a considerable extent, 
had the seven major storage reservoirs of the Bureau of Reclamation on the 
upper Snake been utilized for such purposes. Only two of these reservoirs showed 
a gradual increase in water stored between April 1 and May 1; all others were 
permitted to spill stored water at one time or another during this period. 


Comparisons—possible combinations of dams (conimittee print, p. 7) 


The best combination of dams to be selected for development must be de- 
termined by considering all possible combinations from an engineering stand- 
point, and then weighing the relative values and costs of each of the combina- 
tions involved. From an engineering standpoint it is possible to have the 
following: 

1. Hells Canyon or five run-of-river plants 

2. Hells Canyon and Nez Perce 

3. Five run-of-river plants and Nez Perce 

4, Hells Canyon and Low Montain Sheep 

5. Five run-of-river plants and Low Mountain Sheep 

> High Mountain Sheep and four run-of-river plants 
In this discussion the sixth combination (High Mountain Sheep Dam and four 
run-of-river plants) is not considered because of the limited and preliminary 
character of the data available on a high dam at the Mountain Sheep site. 

One practical and economic problem which must be considered is the effect 
of any proposal on the fishing industry. The Salmon River is an important 
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spawning stream for salmon, and since high dams block the migration of fish, 
there is a definite conflict between fish preservation and power production. This 
problem dictates that developments interfering with fish migration be delayed 
until more information is available on possible solutions. In view of the alternate 
sites available on the Clearwater, good judgment would suggest that construc- 
tion on the Salmon River, and on the Snake below the mouth of the Salmon, be 
delayed until the fish problem is solved. At that time storage farther upstream 
on the Salmon, which will not interfere with the fish runs, may be more desirable 
than the presently planned storage projects, and storage at the Nez Perce location 
may become nonessential. 
Hells Canyon plus Nez Perce, or five run-of-river plants plus Nez Perce 

Table 1A and 2A clearly indicate that from the standpoint of cost the five run- 
of-river plants plus Nez Perce is superior to Hells Canyon plus Nez Perce. How- 
ever, further consideration of any combination including Nez Perce is impractical 
at this time, and until a concrete plan is developed for solving the migratory fish 
problems, 


Hells Canyon plus Low Mountain Sheep, or five run-of-river plants plus Low 
Mountain Sheep 
The comparison in tables 1A and 2A demonstrates the economical preference 
of the five run-of-river plants plus Mountain Sheep over Hells Canyon plus 
Mountain Sheep. 


Essential clements in best plans for full resource development (committee print, 
p. 9) 

It is significant that the Department of Interior did not make a direct com- 
parison between the five run-of-river plants proposed by the private utility and 
Hells Canyon, as shown in the attached tables 1A and 2A, so that the committee 
might see the economic advantages inherent in the low-head development pro- 
gram. It is also significant that the Department has utilized inflated and in- 
accurate power production figures in order to show a reasonable semblance of 
financial feasibility for the Hells Canyon high dam proposal. A realistic analysis 
of the Hells Canyon proposal shows that it is not an essential element in the 
economical development of the power resources of the Snake River in Hells 
Canyon Reservoir area. 

Other proposals (committee print, p. 9) 

Kooskia Dam.—The original Hells Canyon Dam project as included in the 
Ariny Engineers 308 Report, House Document 531, called for a storage reservoir 
at Hells Canyon with usable capacity of 3.2 million acre-feet. This was based 
on a 40 percent draw-down of the reservoir. The original proposal for the 
Kooskia project on the south fork of the Clearwater was for a reservoir with 3.1 
million acre-feet of usable capacity, based on a 35 percent draw-down. 

At a recent meeting of the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee in Spokane, 
Wash., Mr. B. E. Torpen, of the Department of the Army, presented a paper 
(dated December 12, 1951) entitled “Power and Columbia River Storage—Proj- 
ects in the Region’s Potential.” In this, he discussed the difficulties involved in 
obtaining some of the better storage reservoir sites on the Columbia and tribu- 
taries by reason of the encroachment of the cultural features of man. 

Discussing the Paradise project on the Clark Fork, Mr. Torpen suggests the 
advisability of moving the project about ten miles downstream, thus gaining 
approximately 3.5 million acre-feet of additional storage and increasing very 
Inaterially the potential power output. In his statements regarding the Paradise 
project, Mr. Torpen said that, “Because storage is now known to be very 
illusive, it may be necessary to develop any available site to its maximum 
potential.” 

In his discussion of the Kooskia Dam site, Mr. Torpen lists the following 
elements relative to the Kooskia project: (1) an excellent dam site: (2) large 
reservoir above; (3) heavy stream runoff; (4) need for flood control of the 
heavy spring floods. He said, “* * * considerations similar to those in 
regard to Paradise would now indicate a dam at least 100 feet higher at this 
excellent site to store 2,000,000 more acre-feet of water, a total of over 5,000,000 
acre-feet of usable storage.” It is quite obvious that Mr. Torpen would not have 
recommended the larger reservoir for the Kooskia project without considerable 
study. 
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House Document 531 is not a definite individual project report; it would 
have been entirely impossible within the time available and the funds furnished 
for the purpose to have prepared a detailed project report for all the projects 
considered. However, the basic data of stream flow, head, reservoir cacapity 
curves, and other pertinent data are factual, and are available so that modifica- 
tions of the original proposal are relatively easily made. 

As Mr. Holland Houston has stated, he was in attendance at the inter-agency 
meeting at Spokane and discussed the Kooskia Dam possibility with Mr. Torpen 
on the day of his talk. The determination of the height of the dam for the 
5,000,000 acre-feet of usable storage was made by extrapolation of the reservoir 
capacity curve in appendix I of House Document 531. The additional cost of 
the dam, powerhouse, and other portions of the project were determined from 
a comparative analysis with the project included in House Document 531. 

One paragraph on page 9 in the committee print, under the subheading Kooskia 
Dam, is worth careful analysis. This paragraph reads: 


“It is irrelevant in any event, for the question is not one of how best to 
develop other dams on other rivers. The question is, what is the best de- 
velopment of the Snake—that is, shall the Hells Canyon Reservoir site be 
utilized fully, or shall it be usurped for smaller dams with less power and 
no storage?” 


This statement implies that the development of the Snake River depends upon 
the Hells Canyon high dam project. Such an implication is just not factual. 
The Clearwater, Salmon, Imnaha and Grande Ronde are all just as much a part 
of the Snake River system as are other streams on the upper Snake, such as 
the Boise and the Payette. 

At the phase D level of development, with its 42 consecutive months of critical 
water conditions, storage to improve seasonal distribution ceases to have value. 
The only storage is that which controls water above wheel capacity of the in- 
stallations on the rivers considered. Starting with this point of view, Mr. 
Houston in his direct testimony before the committee presented a plan of de- 
velopment of the Snake River system. Chart I, attached, presents graphically 
the essential features of the proposal. This chart shows the ultimate depleted 
flow as tabulated in the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee technical sub- 
committee study dated May 1951. The upper line on this chart shows the 
monthly flow at the Clarkston gage for the 12 months of the year beginning 
October and ending in September. These are mean monthly flows and an average 
for the twenty years 1928 through 1948. 

The wheel capacity of the four lower Snake River plants of Ice Harbor, 
Little Goose, lower Monumental and lower Granite, are shown by horizontal 
lines on this chart, for four and five unit installations, respectively. Stream 
flow for four units is about 87,500 cubic feet per second. Wheel capacity for 
five units is approximately 47,000 cubic feet per second. 
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If the Snake River is to be controlled in an average-water year within the 
limits of the wheel capacity of the lower Snake River plants, it can be most 
economically accomplished by control of the flows of the Clearwater and Salmon 
Rivers, rather than by attempting to store the minimum flow of the main stem 
of the Snake River at Hells Canyon. The Clearwater can be controlled by 
the construction of the Kooskia Dam and Elkberry Dam, the flow of the Salmon 
River can be controlled either by the construction of the Nez Perce Dam on the 
main stem of the Snake River below its confluence with the Salmon, or by build- 
ing several smaller storage projects on the upper reaches of the Salmon River. 
This choice must depend upon the solution of the fish problem. 

Referring again to Chart I, it is quite evident that any attempt to control the 
flows of the lower Snake River must be accomplished by the control of the Clear- 
water and Salmon Rivers. It is further evident that there is nothing of im- 
portance to be controlled on the main stem of the Snake River at the Hells Canyon 
site. 

SUMMARY 


The above discussion may be summarized as leading to the following con- 
clusions: 

1. The Department’s tables No. 1 (p. 6) and No. 2 (p. 10), of the committee 
print, upon which the Department bases its claim of Hells Canyon feasibility 
and advantage over the 5 run-of-river dams, contemplate conditions which will 
not exist if and when Hells Canyon is completed and, therefore, cannot be used 
as a basis for attempting to show feasibility and to obtain authorization to con- 
struct the project. Tables 1A and 2A reflect a more accurate and realistic an- 
alysis of costs, based upon the comprehensive studies made by the Army engi- 
neers, the planning agency responsible for preparing the comprehensive plan of 
development, 

2. The Department’s “Comparison—Hells Canyon and Oxbow” is not only 
incorrect in its statements, but is irrelevant to any program of full development, 
as the record shows that the comparison must be between Hells Canyon and the 
five low-head dams. 

3. The Department’s “Comparison—Hells Canyon and all five run-of-river 
dams” is inaccurate and misleading, as it is not based upon either water condi- 
tions, load conditions, or power production capabilities which would exist during 
the payout period. 

4. The migratory fish problem is a major factor controlling the decision with 
respect to construction of any combination of dams. The Department has failed 
to give this problem proper recognition in its cost and power production com- 
parisons. No proper comparison can be made between a combination of dams 
adversely affecting fish, and a combination which will preserve the fishing in- 
dustry, without recognizing that the decreased power and increased cost of the 
latter combination is due to the necessities of fish preservation, rather than 
using such higher cost and decreased power as a basis for a claimed feasibility 
preference for the other combination of dams. The economic and industry loss 
due to fish destruction should be included as a cost of the dam responsible 
therefor. 

5. The record shows that much engineering and economic data is available 
on the proposed Kooskia Dam, as described by Mr, Houston, despite assertions to 
the contrary by the Department. Because the Clearwater River is a major tribu- 
tary to the Snake River and one of the principal sources of floodwater, and its 
Storage water released will be utilized in all eight downstream plants (in the 
same manner as from Hells Canyon), consideration of the Kooskia project is 
not “irrelevant,” but extremely pertinent, 

6. The priority of construction plans proposed by the Department is ill-con- 
ceived because of its faulty assumptions regarding depleted stream flow and 
critical power conditions during the payout period, and because other very de- 
sirable potential projects were ignored. The five run-of-river plants are a sound 
and economic part of any plan for comprehensive river development. Along with 
their construction, developments on other tributaries of the Snake (especially 
the Clearwater) can take place immediately, and without conflict with fishing 
and other interests. Nez Perce or Low Mountain Sheep can later be constructed, 
dependent upon solution of the fish problem. 
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Eehibit C (committee print, p. 11. See p. 452 of this hearing) entitled “Com- 
parison of Prime Power Capability and Financial Analysis Presented in 
House Document 473 With Those in Testimony on H. R. 5743 in Hearings Be- 
fore the Subcommittee on Irrigation of the House Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, March—April 1952” 


According to the Department of the Interior the purpose of exhibit C is to 
permit comparisons of the power capability, cost, payout arrangements and 
rates as between (1) House Document 473, (2) the report of the Commissioner 
of Reclamation of April 11, 1951, and (3) testimony to the subcommittee dur- 
ing the initial hearing. It was pointed out that House Document 473 was not 
approved in any authorizing legislation, and that authorization is now being 
sought on the basis of presentations contained in the Secretary's October 8 letter 
and in the detailed testimony presented to the subcommittee. It was further 
indicated that the marketing arrangements included in House Document 473 
were rejected by the Commissioner and the Acting Secretary, and that the pay- 
out schedule shown in House Document 473 is no longer applicable in view of 
“changes in system assumptions and marketing arrangements.” It is therefore 
apparent that three comparisons should have been submitted, if the committee 
was to be fully advised concerning the variations in the several reports and 
recommenditions of the Department. The following discussion will assist in 
clarifying the points in question. 


PRIME POWER CAPABILITY 


The claimed prime power capability of the proposed Hells Canyon project 
(H. R. 5745) has been changed three times by the Department in its various re- 
ports and statements: 

1. 854,000 kilowatts of nominal prime power was claimed in House Docu- 
ment 473. 

2. 1,430,500 kilowatts was claimed in the Commissioner's letter of April 
11, 1951, approved by the Secretary May 11, 1951 (which report incidentally 
is made a part of the authorizing bill). 

3. 1,124,000 kilowatts was presented in the testimony of W. A. Dittmer, 
power manager, Bonneville Power Administration, on March 31. 

With so many different estimates and assumptions by the Department in con- 
nection with the same installation, it is obvious why there is considerable ques- 
tion as to the actual power production on which the pay-out schedule should be 
based. 

POWER CAPABILITY 


The Department of the Interior gives as explanation for its increased prime 
power claims submitted subsequent to House Document 473 the following three 
reasons : 

1. Claimed increases in available flows at the Hells Canyon site. 
2. Claimed increases in efficiency to be obtained by turbines and genera- 
tors in converting falling water into electrical energy. 

+. Claimed increases due to larger Federal system to which Hells Canyon 

would be added. 

The claims of the Department subsequent to House Document 473 are based 
on assumed larger stream flows, arrived at by reducing the estimated acreage 
of new land to be irrigated, and the rate of stream-flow depletion for future 
irrigation purposes, as well as by a reduction in the amount of water required 
(i. e., the consumptive use) for the land to be irrigated. The above discussion 
with respect to exhibit B shows the fallacy of reducing the estimated acreage 
of irrigation development, and of calculating power production on the basis of 
an increased flow claimed to exist solely by reason of such a fallacious assump- 
tion. The Secretary’s present claim of lower consumptive use for irrigation 
of land is wholly at variance with the results of many years’ experience and 
standards utilized by the Department itself as the basis for its House Decu 
ment 475 conclusions. 

The effect of claimed improvement in the efficiency of the turbines and gener- 
ators from 80 to 85 percent would be to increase the at-site generation by ap- 
proximately 6 percent. It may be possible that, at optimum head, an efficiency 
of 85 percent can be obtained on high-head installations for short periods when 
full-head operation can be maintained; but, for long-period operation by means 
of reservoir draw-down and wide fluctuations of head, such a claimed efficiency 
is most optimistic. It is improbable that any manufacturer of turbines will 
guarantee such a high efficiency for machines to be operated under conditions 
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where the head varies from 313 feet to 602 feet, as would be the case in the 
proposed Hells Canyon high-dam installation. At best, however, any increase 
which might actually materialize for this reason would be of insignificant pro- 
portions. 

The Department lists a total of 33 projects on the Federal system to which 
Hells Canyon may eventually be connected, in contrast with the original 9 pro 
jects used in House Document 473. However, only two of the added plants (John 
Day and The Dalles) will have a substantial effect on the downstream genera- 
tion resulting from Hells Canyon storage releases. These two plants increase 
the head developed downstream by about 35 percent, and therefore, the down- 
stream generation is increased over that stated in House Document 473 by only 
35 percent, instead of the 100 percent, and 200 percent, claimed in testimon) 
before the subcommittee, and the Commissioner’s letter of April 11, 1951, respect- 
ively. 

The critical power period used is of far greater importance to a correct financial 
analysis than is the minor effect of the changes discussed above. The proper 
critical stream-flow period is discussed with respect to exhibit B, above, and is 
shown to be 42 months under the phase D conditions which will apply during 
almost the entire pay-out period. The prime-power capability used in all the 
Department’s studies (House Document 473, the Commissioner's letter of April 
11, 1951, and testimony before the committee) is based on phase C-2 development, 
but with a claimed critical period of only 74% months (applicable to phase P 
development only) based upon the low-water year of 1936-37. This is manifest] 
in error, The correct prime-power capability to be credited to Hells Canyon is 
627,000 kilowatts, derived from the Army engineers’ reports. 


FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 


Honse Document 473: The financial analysis presented in House Document 
473 is the most complete and practical financial study of the Hells Canyon project 
prepared to date. The principles established for downstream benefits were basic, 
from which the Congress can determine that electric energy from Hells Canyon 
would cost (as stated in House Document 473, pp. 198 and 202) about 4.4 mills 
per kilowatt-hour, or about $88 per kilowatt-vear at the load center. Subsequent 
“reexaminations and refinements” by the Department have endeavored to divert 
attention from House Document 473, but cannot alter the essential facts upon 
which any sound analysis must be based. 

Among the fundamental principles expressed in House Document 473, and to 
which the Department should adhere, are the following on page 197: 

“Production of the 262,000 kilowatts is equally dependent upon the avail- 
ability of both the generating capacity and the stored water; no part of the 
increased output could be obtained by one without the other. Hence, it is 
considered equitable to attribute one-half the gain to Hells Canyon storage 
and one-half to the existing and authorized plants, and to proportion the 
evaluation of the 262,000 kilowatts in that relationship.” 

“Asa measurement for evaluating the output, the prospective cost of power 
from new sources which will be added to the existing and authorized system 
is used. Analysis of the annual costs estimated by the Corps of Engineers 
for the authorized projects on the lower Snake River indicates that prime 
power from them will cost approximately $19.50 per kilowatt-year.” 

These quotations from House Document 473 are sound principles on which to 
judge the cost of the downstream energy attributable to Hells Canyon. Subse- 
quently, it will be shown how far the recent claims of the Department have strayed 
from these principles. 

Commissioner's letter April 11, 1951 (see p. 17): The Commissioner’s supple- 
mental analysis of Hells Canyon is unreliable for the following reasons: 

1. The critical power period used was the 714-month period based on the water 
year of 1936-87, instead of the 42-month period during 1928-32, Phase C-2 de- 
velopment was also assumed to continue throuchout the 50-year pay-out period. 

2. Downstream generation benefits included not only increased generation 
from the release of stored water but aiso included a claimed increase of firm 
power resulting from the proposed connection of Hells Canyon with downstream 
p'ants by means of additional transmission lines. While the value of such in- 
creased firm power resulting from transmission interconnections might be used to 
justify the required transmission-line investment, it cannot reasonably be used 
to justify the cost of the Hells Canyon power plant. 

3. The costs assigned to Hells Canyon for the downstream power are wholly 
inadequate when compared either with the Army engineers’ cost of $19.50 per 
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kilowatt-year or with actual present costs. The Commissioner charged Hells 
Canyon $10,398,000 for 742,500 kilowatts, which is only $14 per kilowatt-year, as 
compared with the above cost of $19.50. 

Testimony before committee: The testimony submitted by Department wit- 
nesses has many of the same errors as in the Commissioner's letter, such as the 
following: 

1. An incorrect critical power period was used and phase C-2 of development 
was assumed to exist throughout the 50-year pay-out period. 

2. The downstream power generation is thus in error, because the incorrect 
critical period and the incorrect development phase were used. 

3. The annual costs assigned to Hells Canyon for the downstream power were 
further reduced to $3,087,000 for 436,000 kilowatts, or only $7.08 per kilowatt- 
year, compared with the Army engineers’ cost of $19.50. 

4. The above item of $3,087,000 is the annual cost necessary to cover the $61,- 
000,000 required for additional generators in various downstream plants. These 
generators will, in fact, not be operated by Hells Canyon storage water releases. 
They will be used only during flood periods to increase power output when 
run-of-river plants must be operated at reduced head because of high tail-race 
water due to flood conditions, and also to make it possible to shut down Hells 
Canyon (and other storage plants) so as to hold back water during flood periods. 
The object of the comprehensive program is to provide sufficient storage to mini- 
mize the spring floods. When that plan is accomplished these additional genera- 
tors at the downstream plants may stand idle the vear round, as the availability 
of adequate water for their operation would be dependent upon high floodwater 
conditions, 


Power repayment study (committee print, tabulations following p. 14, sce p. 458 
of this hearing) 

The tabulation entitled “Preliminary Power Repayment Study” on Hells 
Canyon, included in the committee print following page 14, is based upon a 
claimed power capability of 1,124,000 kilowatts. As heretofore pointed out, no 
such actual power production will be possible during the repayment period. 
Moreover, the formula used will destroy the claimed feasibility of projects 
already authorized. In phase D level of development the power production 
is 605,000 kilowatts according to the Army engineers’ CBIAC Task Force Study 
Chart (August 28, 1951), and also according to the recent Mountain Sheep 
Report (March 14, 1952.) In the phase C level of development the power produc- 
tion credited to Hells Canyon on the above August 28, 1951, chart is 700,000 
kilowatts. 

The Army engineers’ calculations were based on 575 feet of head at Hells 
Canyon instead of 602 feet presently proposed by United States Bureau of 
Reclamation. Therefore, the at-site generation can be increased at most by 
only ubout 4 percent, or 22,000 kilowatts, resulting in an adjusted power produc- 
tion in phase D of 627,000 kilowatts, and in phase C of 722,000 kilowatts. These 
are the power-production figures which should be used in the repayment study 
because phases C and D load levels will be in existence during Hells Canyon 
pay-out period. A conservative and wholly realistic repayment study would 
be based upon phase D conditions, as such conditions will apply during all but 
the first few years of the repayment period. 

The comprehensive plan of development of the Columbia Basin, in which Hells 
Canyon is designated as an essential unit by the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation, was studied, analyzed, and finally developed by the Army engineers, 
and not by the Department of Interior. Altering the distribution of benefits as 
between Hells Canyon and the downstream plants proposed in that plan, as has 
been done by the Department of Interior, seriously jeopardizes the financial 
feasibility of some of the projects included. 

The Army engineers have been given authorization for all of the plants 
downstream from Hells Canyon, and such authorizations have contemplated 
an equitable distribution of power benefits between the downstream plants and 
the Hells Canyon project in accordance with the statement of policy on page 
I1I-48, paragraph 81, of the 308 Review Report on Columbia River and Its 
Tributaries, October 1, 1948, as follows: 

“S81. The method of analysis finally adopted as the most equitable from all 
standpoints was based principally on the following: The entire power system, 
including existing, authorized, and recommended multiple-purpose projects, 
is examined as an entity; all costs incurred at individual projects are charged 
to that project ; power benefits attributable to individual projects and in part 
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creditable to one or more upstream storage projects are allocated equitably 
among the projects affected. The complete details of the interpretation and 
application of the foregoing hypotheses are involved, They are described 
under the section Economic Analysis in appendix O.” 

The Department of Interior’s statement on pages 16 and 17 of the committee 
print is in striking contrast to the above policy adopted by the Army engineers 
and accepted by Congress in approving authorization for the downstream plants. 
The Department’s statement is as follows: 

“* #* * Tt is not proper to appraise the feasibility of Hells Canyon Dam 
now by taking a figure of 719,500 kilowatts or any other figure on the as 
sumption that this would be the amount of prime power Hells Canyon would 
add to a nebulous system of power plants at the phase D level of develop 
ment. It is not proposed that Hells Canyon Dam be built during the phase 
level of development when different conditions, costs, and beenfits would exist. 
Instead, it is proposed for construction now as a part of the phase C—2 system 
of power plants. The Department of the Interior can demonstrate con 
clusively by system production studies that the addition of Hells Canyon Dam 
and power plant to the presently authorized system of power plants will in 
crease the prime power capebility of that system by 1,124,000 kilowatte—a 
figure which Mr. Houston accepted. The Congress should appraise the fea- 
sibility of constructing Hells Canyon Dam on the basis of this figure. 

“All of the major dams on the Columbia River thus far authorized by Con 
gress and built or under construction have had their economic feasibility 
determined by the existing and expected conditions surrounding each at the 
time of its authorization. The amount of prime power that each of those 
dams would add to the then existing and authorized power system—not some 
future unauthorized system—was a major factor in determining its eco- 
nomic feasibility. Dams proposed in the future, including those of the so- 
called phase D, will have their feasibility determined on the basis of the 
contribution which they can make to the then authorized system. As such 
a program continues, existing and already authorized dams must be taken as 
a fact with the additional costs and additional benefits resulting from a pro- 
posed dam computed on that basis. This is accepted engineering and business 
practice.” 

The Army engineers, on the basis of their policy and 1948 construction costs, 
established benefit-cost ratios to justify authorization. On page O-208 of ap- 
pendix O, Army engineers 308 report, table 20, benefit-cost ratios are shown in the 
phase C level as follows: 

Hells Canyon_ 26: 1 
John Day 2 
a ae 3: 
It is apparent from these benefit-cost rates that the borrowing from or altering 
of the benefits from John Day and The Dalles for the benefit of Hells Canyon 
will adversely affect the feasibility of those projects to the extent of probably 
making their construction infeasible. This in turn would alter the benefits to 
Hells Canyon. 

Repayment study results using Army engineers power-production estimate 

The committee print repayment studies have been reviewed and recalculated 
to show the financial result of the use of the correct power production capability 
as determined by the Army engineers. Attached are the three repayment studies 
described under the following subheadings: 

Hells Canyon division—critical water year: This study is based on the Army 
engineers power production calculations in the critical water year and the pro- 
posed financial requirement of $15.62 per kilowatt-year referred to in testimony 
before the committee and used in the committee print repayment study inserted 
between pages 14 and 15 of that print. The charge for downstream generation 
is derived as shown in the notes on source of costs and must be included as a 
part of the costs chargeable to the Hells Canyon project. 

Hells Canyon division—-average water vear: This study is the same as above, 
except the Hells Canyon division is credited with the’additional generation which 
may be expected in an average water year. 

Scriver Creek power facilities—Mountain Home division: This study reflects 
the application of the Hells Canyon financial requirement of $15.62 per kilowatt- 
year to the Scriver Creek power production claimed. Inasmuch as H. R. 5743 
contemplates the pooling of revenues and ccsis, it is assumed power from both 
projects would be sold at the same rate. 


-critical year 


Snake River project—Helis Canyon division 
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CONCLUSION 


It is clear that the potential salable power capability which will be availab)+ 
during the pay-out period will be that quantity found by the Army engineers tv 
be available at-site and downstream at the phase C and D levels of load 
namely, 722,000 kilowatts and 627,000 kilowatts—and not the wholly incorrect 
power capability used as a base in the committee print by the Department of the 
Interior; viz, 1,124,000 kilowatts. 

The use of the Army engineers’ power capability as above in the pay-out schedule 
demonstrates that the sale of the available power at the rate indicated would not 
result in sufficient revenue to meet annual interest requirements, and would 
result in continuing and increasing annual deficits, which at the end of the 50-year 
pay-out period would aggregate the following: 


Deficit 
. accumulated 
Deficit — rhe 
. : interest and 
construction 
cost 


interest only 


Hells Canyon: 
On critical water-year basis $316, 639, 095 $630, 025, 095 
On average Water-year basis | 212, 340, 955 525, 726, 955 
Scriver Creek: At rate proposed for Hells Canyon project 40, 840, 270 | 


All assumptions regarding the feasibility of the proposed Hells Canyon proj 
ect (H. R. 5743), as well as the repayment schedules here referred to and those 
in House Document 473, are based on the estimated costs of construction sub- 
mitted by the Department. 

Realistic appraisal and consideration of the Department’s estimates must be 
predicated upon the Department’s past record of accomplishment so far as the 
disparity between actual costs of a Department project and the costs submitted 
as estimates at the time of seeking congressional approval and authorization. 

Because it is more likely than not that the actual cost of the proposed Hells 
Canyon project will exceed the Department’s estimate by a substantial margin, 
with a consequent increase in annual expense for interest only (assuming opera- 
tion, maintenance, and replacement expenses will not vary from Department 
estimates), there follows a table showing the end result in annual revenue re- 
quirements and in cost per kilowatt-year of at-site prime power at various levels 
of increased construction costs over those presently estimated by the Department. 


Hells Canyon financial requirements per kilowatt-year at-site prime power for 
various degrees of increased cost, Hells Canyon Dam (power only) 


er 25 percent 50 percent | 75 percent 00 perce 
Estimated 25 | - teat I : | reent 100 percent 
over estimate | over estimate | over estimate | overestimate 


Construction cost $313, 386, 000 | $391, 732, 000 $470, 079,000 | $548, 425, 000 $626, 772, 000 
Operation, maintenance, and } | | 

overhead expense 53, 154, 000 | 53, 154, 000 53, 154, 000 53, 154, 000 53, 154, 000 
Provision for replacement 54,976,000 | 54, 976, 000 | 54, 976, 000 | 54, 976, 000 | 54, 976, 000 
Interest during repayment__..| 284, 678,000 | 355, 848, 000 27, 017, 000 498,187,000 | 569, 356, 000 


Total revenue required__| 706,194,000 | 855, 710,000 | 1, 005, 226, 000 | 1, 154, 742, 000 | 1, 304, 258, 000 


Cost per kw-year at-site prime | 
power (482,000) SS, 9. 26 41. 64 | 47. 84 | 54. 03 
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ExuHtsiT No. 8 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF HOLLAND HOUSTON, CONSULTING ENGINEER, 
OLYMPIA, WASH., IN OPPOSITION TO H. R, 5743 


(Additional information and discussion of testimony relating to the Hells Canyon 
Dam project on the Snake River in reply to exhibit D of committee print) 


The Department of the Interior has filed a reply to the testimony of Holland 
H. Houston before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation which 
was given April 3, 1952. The reply of the Department of the Interior has been 
divided into five subsections as follows: 

1. The amount of power from Hells Canyon Dam has been correctly estimated 
by the Department. Mr. Houston’s criticisms are invalid and contrary to ac- 
cepted engineering and business practice. 

2. Hells Canyon Dam will contribute significantly to flood control as would 
dams on other rivers. To obtain the maximum feasible flood control, storage 
at all possible dams is necessary, each of which will make some contribution, 
varying in amount. Hells Canyon Dam is an essential component in the present 
over-all program of the Army engineers for flood control, 

3. The cost of Hells Canyon power has not been misrepresented by the Depart- 
ment with respect either to generation or transmission. Mr. Houston's own 
computations are in error and are not in accord with accepted engineering and 
business practice. 

4, What contribution Kooskia Dam would make to flood control is beside the 
point. The comparison of power generation from Hells Canyon Dam on the one 
hand and Kooskia combined with the five Idaho power dams on the other is 
invalid because both Hells Canyon and Kooskia Dams could and should be built 
in due course. There would be no mutual conflict, and this combination would 
supply much more power than Kooskia and the five company dams. Hence, the 
only correct comparison is the original one between Hells Canyon and the five 
colupany dams. 

5. It is true that Kooskia Dam would avoid the controversy over water deple- 
tion present in the case of Hells Canyon Dam, but precisely the same situation ap- 
plies with reference to the five company dams. The Department has shown that 
maximum allowance for feasible upstream depletions for irrigation will have 
only a minor effect on the amount of power which can be produced at Hells 
Canyon. 

The material of these five sections will be discussed in the following pages. 


SECTION 1. POWER BENEFITS FROM HELLS CANYON DAM IN RELATION TO PHASE C-2 
AND PILASE D PROGRAMS 


The first two paragraphs under this section discuss the method of determining 
the projects which were included in the C-2 alternate of projects to satisfy the 
power needs of the Federal system at the C level of development. The statement 
is made, “In selecting the projects to be included in the C—2 level of development, 
two rigid criteria had to be made, i. e., it had to be economically feasible and 
there should be no serious objection to their early construction.” This state- 
ment is rather a rosy exaggeration of the actual methods of choice. Considera- 
tion was given to numerous splendid storage reservoirs including Boundary, Par- 
adise, Springton, and Kooskia. A deadline of October 1948 Was established as a 
date of completion of the report. Public hearings were held for the discussion 
of the several projects and, in most instances, adverse criticism by local groups 
tended to preclude early development of the projects. 

At the same time the Department of the Interior was preparing its Blue Book, 
later known as House Document 478. A spirit of rivalry brought about haste 
on the part of the Army engineers to complete the program. As a result the 
choice of the storage reservoirs to satisfy the C level of development were defi- 
nitely a compromise, leaving much to be desired. 
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Mr. Houston attended a number of the public meetings, such as the one held 
in Lewiston, Idaho, for the discussion of the Hells Canyon project. It was not 
possible in such a meeting to present the basic engineering picture relating the 
value of the various storage reservoirs to the power-system development in its 
entirety. Local objection was not fundamental; local approbation was purely 
superficial. The Army engineers did their best, but the method was not pro- 
ductive of results. The process is one of slow evaluation. The choice of proj- 
ects determined on the basis of the actual procedure in 1948 should not be binding 
on the present effort to determine the best over-all power system which can be 
developed in the Pacific Northwest. 

A discussion of the weaknesses in the Army engineers’ report is not complete 
without discussion of the fact that the entire development north of the Canadian 
border was omitted from the actual program. Today the Canadian provinces to 
the north are developing very rapidly industrially and the hydroelectric de- 
velopments which will be needed to supply the growing electric load in that area 
will bring with it large amounts of storage reservoir capacity which will def- 
initely influence the power output of the main stem plants on the Columbia River, 
Too much weight should not be placed on the fact that certain projects were 
relegated to the so-called D level of development. It is interesting to note that 
the Washington Water Power Co. has the Cabinet Gorge project well on the way 
to completion and it is proving a most economical development. This is one of 
the projects that was “relegated to the so-called D level of development.” 

The next statement in paragraph 3 of section I is quite surprising in the light 
of actual facts. In connection with the technical subcommittee work on the 
Hells Canyon project, Mr. Houston worked with the Army engineers to deter- 
mine the actual value of the nominal prime capability of the Hells Canyon dam 
project at the D level of development together with downstream benefits due to 
storage at the Hells Canyon Dam and the effect of additional upstream diversion 
for irrigation upon these values. In the technical subcommitte meetings in 
Boise and the second meeting in Portland there was entire agreement between 
the Army engineers and Mr. Houston, representing the State of Washington in 
these meetings, as to the value of Hells Canyon at the pre-C, C, and D levels of 
development. Present at these meetings and representing the Army engineers 
were Mr. Ben Peterson, chief civilian division engineer and Mr. A. E. Alspaugh, 
of the same office. These figures were summarized on a chart presented by Mr. 
Alspaugh and distributed at the meeting. This chart has been included as 
figure No. II of this discussion and was identified at the committee hearing in 
Washington, D. C., by Mr. Gordon Fernald, of the Corps of Engineers. Referring 
to figure No. II, it will be noted that no date has been set for reaching the several 
levels of development. Subsequent to the meeting in Boise, Mr. Houston worked 
with representatives of the Army in preparing the chronological data relating 
to the several levels of development which were included in his formal state- 
ment presented to the subcommittee on April 3, 1952. 

It is important to realize the changes in the basic data which have been used 
from time to time in determining the relative merits of the numerous projects 
included in the Army engineers’ review report now being printed as House Docu- 
ment No. 531, Fighty-first Congress, second session. 
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The flow data originally used in determination of the value of the Hells 
Canyon project and included in appendix I of the review report as table III 
is included here as table A. Figure III shows a comparison of the ultimate 
depleted flow data from the Army engineers report and from the more recent 
study of the CBIAC technical subcommittee. It is easy to see by comparison of 
these two sets of data why there might be confusion as to the value of this 
project. Both of these sets of data were prepared by the Department of the 
Interior. The data in the Army engineers report was submitted in 1947. The 
more recent data is in the report dated May 1951. Referring to figure ILI, the 
Army engineers’ report shows approximately 1,500,000 acre-feet more water 
flowing past the Hells Canyon site than is reported in the CBIAC€ technical sub- 
committee report dated May 1951. At the C level of development, this would 
mean that there is considerable advantage accruing from storage at Hells Can- 
yon if the flows were in accordance with the data in table III of appendix I of 
House Document No. 531. With the modification of the flow data as shown in 
the depletion study, a large part of the value of seasonal storage and hence the 
value of the storage at Hells Canyon disappears. At the D level of development 
the value of seasonal storage ceases to exist in the central period. 

Under section I, paragraph 8, a statement is made, “Neither the Army engi- 
neers nor the Department of the Interior can check the estimate of 719,500 
kilowatts assigned to Hells Canyon dam at the phase D level, as Mr. Houston did 
in his testimony.” As previously mentioned, approximate checks on all these 
figures were made with members of the Army engineers’ staff in the North Pacific 
division office. Mr. Houston's calculations of the continuous power contributed 
to the system at the D level of development were based on the depletion study 
of the CBIAC technical subcommittee dated May 1951, and approved by Mr. 
Harold Nelson, regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation in Boise, in a 
letter to Gen. O. E. Walsh dated August 10,1951. At the request of Gov. Arthur 
B. Langlie of the State of Washington, Gen. O. E. Walsh of the North Pacifie 
division arranged for Mr. Alton BE. Alspaugh of the same division to come to 
Olympia to discuss these very problems. Later General Walsh and Mr. Ben 
Peterson of the division office spent a day in Olympia with the Governor and 
Mr. Houston. Under these circumstances, it is very difficult to understand the 
above statement, 

The total flow data used by Mr. Houston was the natural flow for the 42-month 
critical period, September 1928 through February 1932. These data were taken 
from table 9 of the CBIAC subcommittee report, and is for the 1948 flow condi- 
tions. The average modified natural flow for this period was 12,900 cubic feet 
per second. To this was added draft from the 3,880,000 acre-feet of storage, 
which amounts to 1,520 cubic feet per second. The total at-site power was deter- 
mined to be 573,000 kilowatts without any allowance for leakage or station use. 
The downstream power generated by draft from storage was 158,500 kilowatts. 
The total was 731,500 kilowatts. A reasonable figure after allowing for leaking 
and station use is 715,000 kilowatts. 

In the diagram submitted by Mr. Alspauch to the CBIAC technical subcommit- 
tee, a further allowance was made for depletion of stream flow due to the irriga- 
tion of 192,000 acres of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home project, amount- 
ing to a decrease of some 20,000 average kilowatts over the critical period. If 
20,000 kilowatts is added to the 680,000 kilowatts, shown on figure II as the con- 
tribution of the Hells Canyon project to the continuous power of the system at the 
D level, the figure checks within the accuracy of the method of calculation. 
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Another method of checking is using the basic D level data of table 22 of ap- 
pendix O of House Document No. 531. Referring to table 22, the “K” factors for 
the original Army dam at Hells Canyon were: 


Location : Factor 
ee ee a 35. 4 
AG aati ameatet Soi RE er AT Seen eI eu ee Ee oe 138. 6 


Adjusting these factors for the higher dam proposed by the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation, the factors for the D level become: 


Location: Factor 
RE se RE Ra rae ene See Se A ee ae ae nee nae 38. 0 
A AE IRE Si SP ae Sp en SE ry ES SSE eer 141.2 


The natural flow adjusted for the Payette unit becomes 12,900 cubie feet per 
second less 528 cubic feet per second, or 12,872 cubic feet per second, and the 
total contribution of the Hells Canyon project to the D level system becomes : 


Kilowatts 





I a area eccaenn diosa eeeneuh ea 470, 000 
a) RE area eee eee 215, 000 
2 RRR a Ee Se ES Renee Ne ES EE! LE ee a ee 685, 000 


It should not be too difficylt to check Mr. Houston’s figures. 

Section I, paragraph 4, states “All of the major dams on the Columbia River 
thus far authorized by the Congress and built or under construction have had 
their economic feasibility determined by the existing and expected conditions 
surrounding each at the time of its authorization.” 

The following tabulation is copied from appendix O, table 18, and indicates the 
merit of the above statement. 





} 


' 
Unit lHungry| Grand | Chief | Lower | Me- 





Item | Horse | Coulee Joseph | Snake | Nary 
| ' 
| Kilo- | | 
| watts | | 
1. Nominal prime capability phase C-2___- 1,000 | 120 | 1,677 876 | 47 635 
2. Nominal prime capability phase B ..-| 1,000 | 231 | 1,198 653 434 500 
3. Capability increase phase B to phase C-2._. 1,000} —111} 479 223 213) 135 
6. Credit to site after addition of phase C-2-.______- --| 1,000 231 | 1,198 | 653 | 434 500 





The Hungry Horse project is the only storage project included in this list. 
It will be noted that the at-site capability decrease is offset by additional down- 
stream benefits due to additional plants added in the C-2 group of projects. Still 
further credit accrues from the D group-of projects added downstream from 
Hungry Horse. 

It is the nature of a run-of-river project that it benefits from additional up- 
stream storage. There is another characteristic of the Hungry Horse project 
which tends to minimize the decrease in capability with growth of the system. 
The natural flow of the river at site is only about one-fifth the total regulated 
flow ; this means that the major flow during the critical period is derived from 
draft from storage. Under these conditions, not too much energy is lost due 
to the natural flow passing through the units at reduced head. 
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In the case of Hells Canyon just the reverse is true. At the D level of develop- 
ment, during the critical period the average natural flow is about 12,900 cubic feet 
per second as compared with an average storage draft of 1,520 cubie feet per 
second. The loss of energy under reduced head at Hells Canyon due to natural 
flow passing through the units during the drawn-down period is large. Actually 
at the D level, at-site energy would be greater if the pond were held full during 
the critical period. Thus we see that the energy characteristics of Hells Canyon 
project deteriorate more rapidly than any other project studied on the system. 
It is not reasonable in this case to assume that the present values of the project 
will be sustained over its economic life. 

The Army engineers have already made studies of the Snake River develop- 
ment through the D level. Paragraph 214 of appendix M expresses their findings 
with respect to upstream storage in the immediate future: 

“214. Determination of Reservoirs to be Constructed First for Flood Con- 
trol.—Studies were made of the effect of four combinations of reservoirs 
on the 1948 flood, for the purpose of determining which reservoirs would 
yield the best control in the interim period before enough storage reservoirs 
to control adequately the 1894 flood were built. The reservoirs presently au- 
thorized and under construction, with those now in use, were considered to 
be in operation. This group consisted of Hungry Horse, Grand Coulee, 
Palisades, Boise River projects, and Payette River projects. The addi- 
tional reservoirs considered were Libby only, Priest Rapids only, Kooskia 
only, and Libby with Priest Rapids. The best combination for flood control, 
in addition to those considered to be in operation, was Libby with Priest 
Rapids, which would have reduced the 1948 flood to a maximum flow of 
785,000 second-feet at The Dalles. The best single reservoir added to those 
considered to be in operation would be Kooskia, and the maximum flow for 
this combination would have been 800,000 second-feet. With only Priest 
River Rapids added, the flow would have been reduced to 813,000 second 
feet, and with only Libby added it would have been reduced to 850,000 
second-feet.” 

Again, it must not be forgotten that the rapidly growing industrial load in 
Canada will require rapid development of projects on the Columbia in Canada. 
These projects will inclnde some major reservoirs that will materially reduce 
floods on the lower Columbia River. 


SECTION 2, HELLS CANYON AND FLOOD CONTROL 


The second paragraph under section 2 states “But dealing with Hells Canyon 
the Army engineers point out that of 27 million acre-feet necessary for reason- 
able control of Columbia River floods, the 3,880,000 acre-feet of storage at Hells 
Canyon will provide complete control of the Snake River for flood-control pur- 
poses at that point.” 

Figure IV is copied from appendix M of House Document No. 531. This shows 
that the Army engineers used only 2,600,000 acre-feet of the Hells Canyon 
Reservoir as a part of the 27 million acre-feet in the main control plan of flood 
control. Reference to table 18 of appendix M of House Document 531 shows that 
the Army engineers planned the use of both Hells Canyon and Kooskia for 
flood control only if sufficient reservoir capacity could not be obtained on the 
main stem of the Columbia River and on the Clark Fork. (See alternate 1, sys- 
tem p. M-—125.) 
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STORAGE STORAGE 
RESERVOIR AVA|L ABLE USED 
a or Ss Es AC a oe | AC. FT. 
Hungry Horse [2,980,000 [2,100,000 
Glacier View 3,160,000] 1,800,000 
is Libby 4,250, 000] 3,900,000 
bird [Grand Coulee [5,100, 000] 5,190,000 
Priest Rapids | 2,100, 000] 2,100,000] 
———+ — + [Palisodes © 1,200,000] |, 200, G00 
Boise 1,000, O00] 230,000 
ia Poyette  —| 1,909, 000 460,000 
| Hells Canyon |3,280,000/2,600,000 
John Dey _| 2,000,000] 1, 400,000 
- TOTAL 26,970,000 |20,890,000 
4,240,000 ¢ 
i2 (Hungry Horse 
Notural tibbe. View 
Mytregraps Effect Of }\ 55), cocdes 
Bose Projects 
Effect of Poyette Projects 
1o|Grond Cou/ee (9,690,000 Ac. Fr) 
es EF fect of Hells Conyon 
| (2,600,000 Ac Fr) 
t T T T 
Effectof John Day 
(/, 400,000 Ac. F#) 
IN = 
. SY “SE Ffect of VS 
WY Priest Ropids > wae 
6 ’ ESSn_ hE we 000 Ac ft. = 
yf om ee Hydrograph 
4 
COLUMBIA RIVER 
} AT = 
THE DALLES, OREGON 
2 1894 FLOOD HYDROGRAPH | ~ 
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MAIN CONTROL PLAN |_| 
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In the third paragraph of section 2, the Department of the Interior calls the 
statement misleading because Mr. Houston argues that flood control is already 
substantially provided for by existing storage on the Snake River. Apparently 
the Army also believes the reservoirs can be used for both irrigation and flood 
control. In paragraph 215 of appendix M the statement is made, “Because the 
floods are the result of snow melt and would therefore be predictable as to volume 
and peak discharge, they can be controlled by joint use of reservoirs designed 
mainly for the storage of water for power development and irrigation.” Again 
from paragraph 214 we quote “The best single reservoir added to those con- 
sidered to be in operation would be Kooskia and the maximum flow for this com- 
bination would have been (referring to the 1948 flood) 800,000 second-feet.” 

Often forgotten in a discussion of flood control and irrigation is that the di- 
version of water from a river directly to land being irrigated will materially re- 
duce stream flow at the time of diversion and increase the flow later. Studies 
of water used for irrigation in the Boise River Walley show that nearly one-half 
the total season’s water is placed on the land in April, May, and June. The 
placing of water on 3 million acres of land in southern Idaho in the early months 
of the irrigation season could be equivalent to the storage of from 5 to 8 mil- 
lion acre-feet of water. 

Mr. Houston in his testimony before the committee described a program for 
control of the Snake River at Lewiston, Idaho. 

Referring again to figure 1 of this statement, it may be seen that the flood 
in an average water year under depleted flow conditions is about 95,000 cubic 
feet per second. Of this total only 11,500 cubic feet per second passes the Hells 
Canyon project. The breakdown of the compenents of this average annual 
flood is shown on figures V through VIII. It is immediately evitent that the 
flows of the Salmon and Clearwater Rivers must be controlled if the flood at 
Lewiston is te be reduced. Three projects could completely control the river: 
these are Nez Pereé, Kooskia, and Elkberry, reducing the volume of the flood at 
The Dalles as described in figure IV by 7 million acre-feet, eliminating the need 
of storage at John Day and Priest Rapids. 

All three of the above storages would be particularly effective as they are 
only about 2 days flow time from The Dalles and hence the shape of the con- 
trolled flow as well as the volume becomes important. 

Whether Nez Percé or several smaller reservoirs on the upper reaches of the 
Salmon River is the ultimate answer must be determined by the joint investi- 
ration by the fishery departments of the States of Idaho, Oregon, and Washing- 
ton, working with the Army engineers. It is known that the cost of the smaller 
reservoirs on the upper tributaries of the Salmon River are costly; however, a 
portion of this additional cost would be offset by the additional power benetits 
accuring from controlling the 4.7 million acre-feet of tlood flow of an average 
water year at a higher elevation. The normal reservoir level of the Growler 
Rapids Reservoir is 2,660 feet as compared with 1,510 feet for the Nez Percé 
Reservoir. There is 4,156,000 acre-feet of reservoir capacity available at and 
above this site on the Salmon River. 

In the last paragraph of section 2, the Department of the Interior points out 
that a spring flood “estimated at over 90,000 cubic feet per second occurred on 
the Snake River at Hells Canyon. ‘Table B shows the daily gage readings. 
Table C gives reservior levels and certain water releases in the month of April.” 

Since this flood occurred in April and early May, it could not have been stored 
in Hells Canyon Reservoir which would have been releasing water in anticipation 
of a June flood. It would not seem reasonable to be releasing water from Cas- 
cade, Arrowrock, American Falls, and Jackson Lake, where it might have future 
value for irrigation and store water at Hells Canyon where the only value would 
be for electric power generation. 
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TAsL_e B.—Orbow Government gage, average daily readings about noon 











Gage Flow (cubie Gage Flow (cubie 
Date height feet per Date | height feet per 
(feet) second) (feet) second) 
Apr. 1 16. 20 48, 000 19. 28 65, 800 
Apr. 2 15. 25 42, 200 18. 30 60, 000 
Apr. 3 15. 70 45, 000 18. 44 61, 000 
Apr. 4 16. 10 47, 200 18. 92 | 63, 800 
Apr. 5 16. 30 49, 000 19. 20 65, 200 
Apr. 6 16. 95 52, 200 18. 45 61, 000 
Apr. 7 18. 00 58, 500 18. 50 61, 200 
Apr. 8 18. 70 62, 500 ‘ 18. 75 62, 800 
Apr. 9 ; 18. 55 62, 200 18. 22 59, 800 
Apr. 10 : 18. 80 63, 000 18. 70 62, 500 
Apr. 11 19.45 66, 700 18. 70 62, 500 
Apr. 12 wid 19.10 @ = 64, 800 17. 75 56, 800 
Apr. 13 19.15 65, 000 16. 60 AO, 100 
Apr. 14 20. 30 72, 000 16. 30 48, 500 
Apr. 15 21.40 78, 200 16.12 47, 500 
Apr. 16 21.90 81, 200 16. 00 46, 500 
Apr. 17 22. 86 86, 700 15. 33 2, 800 
Apr. 18 22. 74 &H, 200 15. 82 45, 700 
Apr. 19 22. 50 84, 800 15. 30 42, 500 
Apr. 20. ‘ 22.70 86, 000 15.12 41, 700 
Apr. 2! , 22. 25 §2, 800 15. 08 41, 300 
Apr. 22 22. 10 &1, 800 14.84 40, 000 
Apr. 23 21. 20 77, 000 14.95 40, 500 
Apr. 24 21. 20 77, 000 15.00 40, 800 
Apr. 25 20. 80 74, 800 15. 40 43, 000 
Apr. 26 21. 48 78, 700 15.12 41, 700 
Apr. 27 21. 92 81, 600 14. 70 39, 000 
Apr. 28 22. 60 85,200 June! 14. 65 38, 700 
Apr. 29... aie 23. 00 87,500 June 2 14. 20 36, 200 
Apr. 30 22. 20 3, 2 June 3___. 14.80 39, 700 
May | 21.14 76,600 June 4 14. 80 39, 700 
May 2... 20. 12 70,800 June 5___. m 15. 00 41, 000 
May 3 19. 68 68,000 | June 6... 14. 40 37, 500 
May 4 19. 00 64, 000 
TABLE C.—Condition of reservoirs, 1952 
Reservoir and capacity (acre-feet) | Apr. 1 Apr. 15 May 1 May 15 June 1 
Owyhee, 715,000 
Acre-feet stored 491, 140 713, 090 699, 790 700, 290 703, 580 
Outflow, cubic feet per second 2, 420 18, 780 12, 400 4, 380 462 
Cascade, 650,000 
Acre-feet stored 111, 450 82, 100 127, 230 204, 080 292, 870 
Outflow, cubic feet per second 135 2, 875 2, 995 3, 040 3, 540 
Deadwood, 177,150: 
Acre-feet stored aa aP se Sas 31, 580 35, 650 | 48, 800 85, 560 129, 800 
Outflow, cubic feet per second 0 0 0 0 0 
\rrowrock, 286,600: Acre-feet stored 32, OSO 25, 550 70, 660 66, 440 1 198, 380 
Anderson ranch, 464,200 
Acre-feet stored - 69, 612 77, 297 247, 028 399, 206 455, 693 
Outflow, cubie feet per second 797 446 247 2, 613 5, 778 
American Falls, 1,700,000: 
Acre-feet stored ee soentael Gene 1, 383, 150 1, 523, 490 1, 664, 240 1, 712, 330 
Outflow, cubic feet per second 11, 189 13, 028 15, 218 15, 382 18, 734 
Jackson Lake 847,000: Acre-feet stored 529, 790 | 449, 180 388, 910 560, 250 740, 840 
Milner flow cubic feet per second 10, 660 | 11, 956 9, 132 2, 724 5, 749 
Strike flow cubic feet per second | 26, 900 27, 400 7, 300 17, 800 


June 3 
SECTION 8. THE COST OF HELLS CANYON POWER 


In the first paragraph of section 8 several statements are credited to Mr. 
Houston which have not been properly stated. Perhaps a careful statement of 
Mr. Houston's objections will clarify the discussions. These objections relate to 
the choice of increments made by Mr. Ostrander and the resulting cost of power. 

(1) The present development of the Federal power system is on the main stem 
of the Columbia River. The four plants on the lower Snake River below Lewis- 
ton, Idaho, have not been constructed and no money has been appropriated for 
this purpose. Mr. Ostrander assumes that these plants have been completed and 
incJudes in the incremental cost for Hells Canyon only the cost of additional 
units in the lower Snake River plants. 








HELLS CANYON DAM $17 


(2) The incremental cost of the four lower Snake River plants without the 
benefit of Hells Canyon storage is figured by Mr. Houston to be $31 per kilowatt- 
year. Since this would mean a cost of about $40 per kilowatt at load center if 
the cost of transmission were added, it is doubtful if Congress would appropriate 
money for these projects on this basis. 

(3) Mr. Houston believes that the proper increment for initial development on 
the Snake River would be the four lower river plants together with Hells Canyon. 
The increment for this group of plants at the C-level of development would be 
$26.50 per kilowatt-year project cost. (Mr. Houston erred in reading this figure 
to be $35.20, which would include transmission, and the error was corrected in 
the record immediately following his testimony. ) 

(4) In comparing the relative advantages of the five low-head plants with the 
high-head storage plants, it was assumed by Mr. Houston that the storage project 
would be completed about 1960. This would mean that only about 13 years at 
the most of operation would oceur at the C-level and that 37 years would occur 
at higher system levels. 

The difference in the cost of the high and low head projects is: 


Cost of storage project : ES A LE I waweenee—ae~ $050, O00, 000 
Cost of 5 run-of-river plants.........-...- ; -aunmewean Lee, 000, 000 
Additional cost of storage project_______ AEE ee 


It was assumed that $52 million of the capital cost was repaid before the end 
of the C level of operation. This is certainly a liberal allowance. 

At the D level of development, the storage project will increase the continuous 
power of the system resources by 158,500 kilowatts. The cost is, then: 


$200,000,000 


— $1,265 per kilowatt 
$158,500 ste z 


$1,265 x 4.4 percent=$55.60 per kilowatt-year 


This calculation is liberal and accurate. 

From a physical point of view the operation of the storage plant at the D level 
of development is relatively simple. In normal water years the project will be 
operated as a run-of-river plant, taking advantage of the energy produced by 
passing a rather large natural flow over the maximum head of the project. 
Actually, the at-site power at the D level of development is greater at the project 
if full reservoir is maintained. The critical period of operation occurs about 
once in each 20 years; during the critical period, draft on storage of this reser- 
voir would contribute approximately 158,800 kilowatts of continuous energy to 
the system. This includes the net of at-site and downstream benefits. This is 
equivalent to the operation of a steam plant at about 17.5 percent annual plant 
factor. A modern steam plant operating at the load center on fuel oil costing 
$1.60 per barrel would cost approximately $19.55 per kilowatt-year. Actually, 
new steam plants will be required for base load by the time the D level is reached. 
The present steam plants will be fully depreciated by that time and can be 
operated at 17.5 percent plant factor at an annual cost of approximately $11.15 
per kilowatt-year. It certainly does not seem reasonable to construct storage 
capacity for critical-year operation at a cost of $55.60 per kilowatt-year when 
the same job can be done by existing steam plants otherwise forced into idle- 
ness at a cost of only $11.15 per kilowatt-year. 

Just one other point under section 3 deserves analysis. On page 19 of the 
committee print the Department of the Interior calls it an error on the part 
of Mr. Houston for assuming an annual cost of only 4.4 percent of plant 
investment for the five run-of-river plants. The Department of the Interior, not 
Mr. Houston, has assumed that the Idaho Power Co. will build the five run-of- 
river plants. Mr. Houston was asked by Mrs. Bosone, the Congresswoman 
from Utah, regarding this question; his reply was to the effect that he was 
interested in what was built and not who built it. 

Numerous times throughout the pages of this committee print, in the tabu- 
lation of repayment, in the discussions of the value of power, the Department 
of the Interior continues to repeat the figure of 1,124,000 kilowatts as the value 
of the at-site and downstream contributions of the Hells Canyon project to 
the system’s continuous power. Reference is made again to the Army engineers’ 
chart presented to the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee technical sub- 
committee meetings in Boise and at Bonneville Power Administration in Port- 
land, which shows that the continuous power contribution at the © level of 
development is 940,000 kilowatts. Mr. Houston’s somewhat more liberal calcu- 
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lations show 960,000 kilowatts. The figure shown by the Department of the 
Interior is the pre-C level of development, using a critical period of only 74% 
months, a condition which will pass out of existence before this project could 
be completed under an orderly schedule of development. 

On page 20 the statement is made by the Department of the Interior, “The 
prime power added to the Idaho Power Co.’s system by the five run-of-river 
plants would only amount to about 390,000 kilowatts unless firmed up by 
purchases of steam electric or hydro power from other systems where storage 
is available.” Since 1940, the Idaho Power Co. has been interconnected with 
the systems of the Utah Power & Light Co, the Montana Power Co., Washington 
Water Power Co., and the several systems along the Pacific coast. The contri- 
butions to the continuous power of the system made by the five run-of-river 
plants as proposed by Idaho Power Co. at the D level of development deter- 
mined in the 42 critical months between September 1928 and March 1932 is 
537,000 kilowatts, on the basis of 1948 flow conditions as set forth in the deple- 
tion study of the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency technical subcommittee. Further, 
it may be observed that the term “prime power” is simply a play on definitions 
and does not relate to the problem at hand. 

On page 20. the Department of the Interior is doing its best to work up an 
argument as to whether the cost of transmission is one mill or two mills per 
kilowatt-hour. As yet, no rate schedule has been established for the sale of 
power from the Hells Canyon system and, as the Hells Canyon project is not 
a part of the present system, it is doubtful whether the same rates can apply 
from this relatively high-cost project. Before a determination of the cost of 
transmission can be determined over the life of the line, the particular type of 
load served, whether the line will be used for seasonal irrigation pumping power, 
and whether the laborer that works in the phosphate plants can obtain service 
from this line must be known to establish the load factors and operation condi- 
tions. Any argument as to merit of the line or the cost of transmission is purely 
academic at this time. As outlined by Mr. Houston in his direct testimony be- 
fore the committee, the development of fuel-burning resources in the Utah area 
may well force changes in the loading characteristics of the transmission line 
and may basically affect the calculation of determining the cost of transmis- 
sion. The Department of the Interior states that low load factor power may be 
sold at higher rates. There is no particular relationship between the cost of 
transmission and the rates on which Federal power may be sold. 


SECTION 4. THE KOOSKTA DAM 


The Kooskia Dam has been discussed by the Department of the Interior in 
this committee print both under the heading “Other proposals” on page 9, and as 
a separate item, section 4 on page 20. Quoting from page 20 is the statement “Mr. 
Houston urged the construction of Kooskia Dam on the Clearwater instead of 
Hells Canyon Dam. He argued that Kooskia would give greater flood control 
than Hells Canyon and provide more power in combination with the Idaho Power 
Co.’s five-dam plants than would Hells Canyon.” Here, again, it must be 
mentioned that Mr. Houston did not consider the five run-of-river plants on 
the Snake River the property of the Idaho Power Co. From an engineering 
standpoint, he compared the power output of five run-of-river plants in the Hells 
Canyon stretch of the river combined with the Kooskia project, with the power 
output of the high-head dam of the Hells Canyon project under the several 
levels of development. Kooskia Dam was not proposed as a substitute for the 
Hells Canyon Dam. The comparison was made between the expenditure of 
$386,000,000 for the high-head Hells Canyon Dam and an equal amount expended 
for the construction of both Kooskia and the five run-of-river projects. 

It would be foolish to suggest that Kooskia is a substitute for the Hells Canyon 
project: there is nothing in the Hells Canyon project requiring substitution. 

The Army engineers in appendix M, paragraph 214, have stated: “The best 
single reservoir added to those considered to be in operation would be Kooskia.” 
This statement is brief and direct. In the main control plan for the 1894 flood 
as described in appendix M, House Document No. 531, table 18, Kooskia is con- 
sidered as necessary with Hells Canyon only if both Glacier View and Paradise 
are omitted from the main control plan, This analysis presupposes no develop- 
ment of storage above the Canadian border. ‘This subject has been discussed 
earlier in this reply. 

In the last paragraph on page 20 the Department of Interior states, “The 
argument that Kooskia combined with the five Idaho Power Co. dams would 
produce more power than Hells Canyon is completely beside the point and with- 
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out merit.” It is interesting to know that this is the point of view of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior in their programing of power development in the Pacific 
Northwest. Is it, from their point of view, without merit that at the C level of 
development 327,000 kilowatts more of continuous power can be developed by 
constructing Kooskia and the five run-of-river plants? Is it beside the point that 
for all time the expenditure of this immense sum of money can produce 217,000 
kilowatts more if expended on Kooskia and the five run-of-river plants? Is it 
beside the point that Hells Canyon will become useless, from a_ flood-contro] 
standpoint if Nez Perce is constructed with its nearly 5,000,000 acre-feet of 
usable capacity just downstream from Hells Canyon? It might be well to attempt 
to determine the factors in this power program which are considered by the 
Department of Interior to have merit. 


AN ANALYSIS OF THE LETTER FROM COL, E. C. ITSCHNER 


The Department of the Interior thrgughout their discussion in exhibit D, 
relating to the testimony of Holland Houston, stress the information which 
was received by the Department in the letter of April 18, 1952, from Col. E. C. 
Itschner, division engineer, North Pacific division. It is interesting to note 
that there is no information in Colonel Itschner’s letter regarding any of the 
testimony of Mr. Houston relating to the electric power characteristics of the 
Hells Canyon project. 

On page 16, the Department of the Interior states, “Neither the Army engineers 
nor the Department of the Interior can check the estimate of 719,500 kilowatts 
assigned to Hells Canyon dam at the phase I) level as Mr. Houston did in his 
testimony.” This additional information must have been supplied by the division 
engineer on an informal basis. In the second paragraph of Colonel Itschner’s 
letter he states, “Of the 27,000,000 acre-feet of storage found necessary to pro- 
vide reasonable control of the Columbia River floods, Hells Canyon would pro- 
vide 3,280,000 acre-feet of usable storage as conceived by the Corps of Engineers, 
or 3,880,000 acre-feet as now recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation.” 
Reference to figure IV of this reply indicates that only 2.6 million acre-feet were 
considered as essential to control of the 1894 flood by the Army engineers in 
their review report study. Reference to table 18 of Appendix M of House Docu- 
ment 531, which includes the reservoir storage for flood control studies, the only 
justification shown for both Hells Canyon and Kooskia is an attempt to over- 
develop the Snake River because of difficulties in obtaining the necessary con- 
trols on the Clark Fork tributary of the Columbia. Nowhere in the study is 
consideration given to the possible balancing of the flood control by storage 
reservoirs in Canada, nor is the effect of construction of Nez Perce at the D level 
of development considered. Reference to the United States Geological Survey 
Water Supply Paper No. 1080, page 336, indicates that the reoccurrence interval 
for floods of the magnitude of the spring of 1948 is once in 36 years, and the 
reoccurrence interval for the 18% flood is once in 92 years. Although we have 
flood-flow data for the main stem of the Columbia River at The Dalles, Oreg., 
for the period 1858 to date, there are only three points on the reoccurrence chart 
for flows of 1,000,000 cubic feet per second, or greater, at The Dalles. The con- 
struction of the Nez Perce project, together with the Elkberry and Kooskia will 
completely control the Snake River and its effect on the lower reaches of the 
Columbia River. The soundness of a program which would overdevelop storage 
on the Snake River by means of projects with doubtful economic value from a 
power standpoint to preclude flooding of the lower Columbia when the reoccur- 
rence interval of such floods is of the order of 100 years appears somewhat 
unreasonable. 

Colonel Itschner in his letter analyzes the value of navigation downstream on 
the Snake River from the Hells Canyon project in terms of analysis included in 
appendix I and appendix M, House Document 531. In this study, as shown in 
appendix O, table 31, page O-245, the minimum flow of the Snake River below 
the Hells Canyon project is shown as 5,000 cubic feet per second. The 2i-year 
study of the Bonneville Power Administration dated December 18, 1950, shows 
a great many months with a mean flow of 1,500 cubic feet per second. Reference 
to the United States Geological Survey Water Supply Paper No. 1123, page 34, 
shows a minimum stream flow at the Oxbow gage for the period of record of 
4,890 cubic feet per second. It seems entirely reasonable that the navigation 
benefits as outlined in Colonel Itschner’s letter for the portion of the Snake 
River between Lewiston and the project would disappear under the operation 
of the project as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation. It is difficult to under- 
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stand how storing the flow of the Snake River down to 1,500 second-feet during 
the low flow months of the year can improve navigation. 

In the third paragraph of Colonel Itschner’s letter, he states, “Although the 
amount of navigation that will develop in the future on the Hells Canyon poul 
is a matter of conjecture at this time, I have every reason to believe that a 
traffic of considerable magnitude will be developed thereon.” Table 31 of ap- 
pendix O, House Document 531, page O-—245, tabulates the average reservoir 
levels by months for the Hells Canyon Reservoir under the operating schedule 
as proposed by the Army engineers. Figure IX is a graphic presentation of 
these average reservoir levels for the period 1928 through 1937. It is difficult 
to understand how important navigation can be developed on a reservoir with 
the elevation of the pond varying as proposed in the Army engineers’ study. In 
the periods of low pond elevation, water will recede as much as 40 miles from 
the upper end of the reservoir and with a continual change in reservoir elevation, 
the operation of freight handling facilities from day to day would be almost 
impossible. . 

Colonel Itschner states, “Release of water stored in Hells Canyon Reservoir 
to augment natural stream flow will undoubtedly be beneficial to downstream 
navigation.” As most of the floods on the Snake River occur before the middle 
of April, which is a time of minimum flow on the main stem of the Columbia 
River, these floods are required as they occur at the projects on the lower 
Columbia to supplement the minimum flow of the river for power production. 
With further depletion of the stream flow of the Snake River as shown in figure 
VIII, and by the time the power system has reached the D level of development, 
this statement of Colonel Itschner’s will cease to be relevant. It has been esti- 
mated that the D level of development will be reached not later than 1973. 

On the lower river, navigation will be accomplished by a series of slack-water 
reservoirs extending from the Bonneville Dam to Lewiston, Idaho. Water re- 
leases from upstream storage will not affect reservoir levels in this stretch of the 
river and hence will not affect navigation. 

In the fourth paragraph of Colonel Itschner’s letter he states, “This office has 
not definitely established that 5,000,000 acre-feet of usable storage could be 
feasibly and economically developed at the Kooskia site on the Clearwater River 
as suggested by Mr. Houston as a substitute for Hells Canyon.” Again, it is 
relevant to quote from Mr. B. FE. Torpen’s paper dated December 12, 1951, whieh 
was presented before the CBIAC at a recent meeting in Spokane, Wash. Dis- 
cussing the Kooskia project, Mr. Torpen states, “Considerations similar to those 
in regard to Paradise would now indicate a dam at least 100 feet higher at this 
excellent site to store 2,000,000 more acre-feet of water, a total of over 5,000,000 
acre-feet of usable storage.” Mr. Torpen’s knowledge of Snake River and of 
the development of upstream storage has proven extremely accurate over a great 
many years. Mr. Houston has not suggested the Kooskia project as a substitute 
for Hells Canyon. It was suggested as a part of an economical program for 
control of the Snake River, a part of a program which would be more economical 
and would contribute the necessary amounts of upstream storage for power and 
would control maximum floods on the South Fork of the Clearwater, a stream 
which today is without control. 

In paragraph 5, Colonel Itschner states, referring to the Kooskia project, “It 
may be considered as an alternate for Hells Canyon in order to meet certain 
of the downstream flood-control aims of the main control plan, but it would 
not have the same reregulating effects that Hells Canyon would have on Snake 
River flows.” The use of the term “reregulating effects” applied to the flow 
characteristies of the Snake River, as described in the CBIAC technical sub- 
committee report on the Snake River flows, ceases to have meaning at the D 
level of development. The main control plan, as outlined in House Document 
531, will be an accomplished facet within the next 20 years if the industrial 
development of the Pacific Northwest continues at its present rate. Such tempo- 
rary expedients for flood control, navigation, ete., as is represented by the Hells 
Canyon project should be sidetracked for the more permanent values of such 
projects as Nez Perce, Kooskia, and Elkberry on the Snake River. Some of the 
better storage projects in Canada and on other tributaries of the Columbia, held 
up by temporary local opposition, must be reinstated if the most economical pro- 
gram of power development is to be attained in this area. 
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Exuisir No. 9 
STATEMENTS OF SENATOR WAYNE MORSE OF OREGON IN Support oF H. R. 5748 
No. 1—For DEFENSE AND THE NATION’S STRENGTH Butitp Hetits CANyon DAM 
(Speech in the Senate of the United States March 7, 1952) 


Mr. President, in behalf of myself, the Senator from Washington [Mr. Mag- 
nuson], the Senator from Montana [Mr. Murray], the Senator from New York 
{[Mr. Lehman], the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hill], and the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. Kefauver], I have introduced today a bill to authorize the con- 
struction, operation, and maintenance of the initial phase of the Snake River 
reclamation project by the Secretary of the Interior. 

The bill deals primarily with the construction of a proposed dam to be known 
as the Hells Canyon Dam. The project is of such great importance to the defense 
of the country and to the national economy that I propose today, for the purpose 
of the Record, to discuss and explain the bill in considerable detail. 

In the interest of complete continuity of exposition, I announce now, at the 
beginning of my speech that I shall not vield until I have completed it. From 
the standpoint of future use of this speech by the proponents of the bill, it is 
desired to have it in such form that it may be reprinted and used as a reference 
work in connection with the proposed Hells Canyon Dam. 

I think my colleagues know that I am always happy to yield whenever I have 
finished an argument on a subject. In this instance it will require the entire 
speech for the finishing of the argument, and I shall be happy to yield at the end 
of the speech. 

On rare occasions in the life of a Member of Congress comes the opportunity 
to introduce legislation which if enacted will result in the attainment of an 
objective that will forever serve the people of his region and the Nation. 

Such was the legislation which some 50 years ago gave birth to the Federal 
Reclamation Act, signed by President Theodore Roosevelt, opening up vast do- 
mains of arid but fertile land in the West to irrigation and development, and 
creating bustling cities and towns now so important to the national economy. 
Such was the legislation introduced by Senator Hiram Johnson, of California, 
which authorized the construction of the great Hoover Dam in the Southwest— 
the dynamo that through power development and irrigation has helped make 
‘alifornia the fastest growing State in the Union. And such was the legislation 
introduced by Senator Charles McNary from my State of Oregon that led to the 
construction of the Bonneville Dam and created the Federal Power Marketing 
Agency in the Pacific Northwest and initiated the development of the vast 
hydroelectric potential of the Columbia River system which has provided such 
tremendous benefits to the Nation and the defense program in the past 10 years. 

Such is the legislation I propose to offer to this body today. Here again is an 
opportunity to take another bold stroke toward strengthening the Nation and 
permanently enriching our people by wise use of a natural resource. 

I am recommending to the Senate today the authorization and construction 
of a large multiple-purpose, economically sound dam in the Hells Canyon area 
of the Snake River in the Pacific Northwest, which will, in 50 years, repay 100 
percent of the reimbursable costs to the Federal Treasury with interest. The 
great bulk of the entire cost will be returned; only 12 percent is allocated to 
nonreimbursable purposes of flood control, recreation and navigation. Although 
this is a relatively small allocation, dollarwise, these purposes are highly 
important. 

I urge the Senate to support this authorizing legislation as forward-looking 
action on the part of the Congress in assuring orderly resource development 
in our great Columbia River Basin for the benefit of the people not only of 
Oregon but of those in neighboring States and for the Nation at large, in time 
of war and in time of peace. Like the Senators and Representatives who fought 
for the mighty Grand Coulee Dam, the Hoover Dam, the Shasta Dam, and 
the Bonneville Dam, those of us who now announce our support of the great 
Hells Canyon Dam and those who join us by working for our proposal will one 
day, years from now, when the huge development has been completed and its 
benefits have been felt in every corner of these United States, warm with honest 
pride at the part we have played in bringing it about. It is in the light of this 
genuine enthusiasm for building on one of America’s greatest remaining dam 
sites, one of the finest dams ever conceived by man, and it is in the sincere belief 
that its construction is in the best interests of the American people, to be attested 
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to in decades ahead, as it has in the case of Grand Coulee and Hoover, that I 
present today the case for the Hells Canyon Dam. 

I present the case today, because the dam is needed today. 

Inability to provide for the immediate expansion of industry on a firm power 
basis in the Pacific Northwest is holding back not only the economic growth 
and development of this region but the defense of the Nation. The electro- 
process industries, using large amounts of Columbia River energy, are of prime 
importance to the defense program. They include industries such as aluminum, 
magnesium, chlorine and caustic soda, chlorates, ferro-alloys, calcium carbide, 
and hydrogen peroxide. In peacetitue, electro-process industries have been 
among the fastest growing industries of the Nation. In wartime, as a result 
of the needs for war production, electro-process industries in the United States 
used about four times as much electric energy as in 1939, while electric energy 
requirements for all other mnmiatoring industries had not even doubled during 
the same period of time. 

During the next year, 1952-53, the Pacific Northwest will be short an average 
of about 650,000 kilowatts if minimum water-year conditions prevail. Despite the 
construction under way on the main stem of the Columbia and elsewhere, not 
until 195S can any substantial amount of new indusrial load be served. 

The northwest country, in which we seek to build this concrete giant, is a 
region of vast natural resources. The Nation’s second largest stream, the Co- 
lumbia, and its many tributaries, course through the four States of Oregon, 
Washington, Montana, and Idaho, of which our Northwest is comprised. They 
also draw upon portions of the great States of Wyoming, Utah, and Nevada, 
The Northwest is an area of abundant water supply, rivers flowing into the val- 
leys from steep mountains, an area possessed of some of the world’s finest 
natural dam sites, but limited by the number of unpopulated canyons where 
great reservoirs may be created with minimum disturbance to existing econ- 
omy. Its land is fertile, and, where now arid or semiarid, needs only water to 
make it productive. Vast deposits of minerals await development. One-third 
of the Nation's hydroelectric potential exists in the Columbia Basin. 

The domain of this mighty river and that of its principal tributaries, such as 
the Snake, is vast and rich. But the Columbia River system is a giant work- 
ing only part time. One of our most valuable water resources is going to wuste. 
True economy calls for orderly development of these waters. We must utilize 
them to irrigate our dry but fertile land, to reduce their flows to below damaging 
flood stages, and finally to pass them through power plants in their journey to 
the sea, so that the wheels of industry and the motors on the farms can create 
new wealth for the Nation. True economy calls for the building of the Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

The people of the Northwest know the value of water. They knew it long 
before New York City had its bathless Thursdays. They know that without the 
runoff in the streams stored behind man-made barriers, many of its residents 
could scarcely maintain themselves, let alone prosper. Water is the area’s most 
precious resource, and our people are attempting to see to it that not a drop is 
wasted. 

The deep understanding of the close relationship between their economic life 
and use of water that exists in our area has in recent years caused us to look 
at development from a basin-wide viewpoint, rather than proceeding on a project- 
by-product basis. Our people know that what happens on the headwaters of 
a stream many hundreds of miles long has a bearing on what can happen at 
the mouth. What is done on the lower reaches may hinder, or assist, full use 
of the latent resources of the upper reaches, depending on how well man las 
planned. 

As a result, there came into being a comprehensive plan for resource develop- 
ment prepared by the Department of the Interior, and also an over-all program 
prepared by the Department of the Army. Both were extensive in scope and 
covered all potential phases of development: flood control, irrigation, recrea- 
tion, navigation, power production, fish and wildlife conservation, and so forth, 
with varying emphasis on each. 

These two plans were then consolidated into a coordinated, comprehensive, 
or so-called master plan for the development of the land and water resources 
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of the Columbia River and its tributaries. This plan offers us the guide posts for 
step-by-step, orderly utilization of stream flows for the greatest good. 

To bring the giant Columbia under control for full-time work is not a matter 
of days or months. It will take years, many years, perhaps decades. So the 
plan outlines progress by stages, for the present, for the next few years, and for 
the final development. Nor is this a one-man or one-agency task. It is of such 
nature that many groups—Federal, State, and local—must take part, each per- 
forming its own particular function, each mindful of and working toward the 
common goal. 

The Hells Canyon Dam is a key unit of the master plan for the Northwest, now 
coordinated, as I previously explained. It is more than that. It is a structure 
that both the Army and the Interior Department recommend for early authori- 
zation to meet early needs of the region. 

As an integrated element of the early development program for the region, a 
main control plan was prepared, which Nas as its purpose the control of the 
most destructive floods in the Columbia River. In 1948 the flood damage on the 
Columbia totaled some $100,000,000, The Hells Canyon Dam is a major structure 
of the main control plan. What is of greatest significance, it is the only project 
recommended for authorization as a part of this plan which has not yet been 
authorized by Congress. 

The Senate and this Congress have shown full faith in the coordinated Army- 
Interior plan and have authorized development of all the recommended features 
of the main control plan, with the exception of Hells Canyon. It alone, of 
the specifically recommended projects, remains to be approved. 

In every way, Hells Canyon Dam fits into the pattern for maximum use of 
valuable water resources of the Northwest. Hells Canyon represents orderly 
development from both the short-term and the long-range point of view—a wise, 
prudent investment, without waste in water. 

The undertaking is of concern to many States. Of the water passing the dam 
site, more than 37 percent originates in Wyoming, about 5 percent each origi- 
nates in Oregon and Nevada, and somewhat more than half in Idaho. One 
abutment of the dam is in Oregon, the other in Tdaho. Water from these several 
States stored in the Hells Canyon Reservoir will reduce flood damages in 
Oregon and Washington. Releases of water from reservoir will greatly aug- 
ment prime power production at down-stream plants in those States and will 
deepen the water in navigable channels. The development’s contribution to 
the production of power from the Columbia River power system will benefit all 
States of the Pacific Northwest. 

Up to now, I have been talking more or less generally about the key features 
of the proposal and the Hells Canyon Dam. Now let us get this proposal in 
true focus and examine it more carefully. 

The bill we are proposing authorizes the construction of power facilities in 
two separate developments as the first phase of an undertaking designated as 
the Snake River project. Arrangements are provided in the bill for the subse- 
quent addition of other divisions to the Snake River project and for the pro- 
vision of financial assistance in the return of construction costs of irrigation 
divisions, as this may be found necessary and may specifically be approved by 
the Congress, but the authorization now sought is limited to that for the 
Srriver Creek power facilities of the Mountain Home division and the Hells 
Canyon division. 

Of these two power developments, the Hells Canyon Division is much the 
larger and will make much the greater contribution to the economy of the 
Nation and of the region. The Scriver Creek power facilities, however, can 
make their smaller contribution to national defense requirements at an earlier 
date, and help meet urgeni local needs of southern Idaho. Located in the 
Payette River Basin of Idaho, these facilities, consisting of a diversion dam, 
tunnels, two power plants, and related transmission, fish protection, and recrea- 
tional facilities, will provide for initial power installations of 97,500-kilowatt 
eapacity. The construction costs of these facilities, at October 1950 price levels, 
total $43,703,000, of which $43,591,400 is allocated to power. Power revenues 
from the plants will return this investment in 50 years, with interest. These 
Scriver Creek power facilities can later serve also as the upper portion of the 
water-conveyance system which will be required in connection with the use of 
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Payette River waters for development of the Mountain Home irrigation develop 
ment, but authorization for the irrigation features of that development is not 
sought through the bill now presented for consideration. 

The Hells Canyon Dam would be a concrete structure rivaling or exceeding 
any existing dam in the world in total height. It will rise farther above the 
stream bed than any existing dam. At the foot of the dam would rest a 900,000- 
kilowatt power plant, and behind the dam would be impounded a reservoir having 
a total capacity of 4,400,000 acre-feet. The reservoir area is largely undeveloped 
and sparsely settled, one of the few remaining large potential reservoir areas in 
our country so blessed. 

Besides power production, the project would provide benefits in flood control, 
navigation, and recreation, and through surplus revenues it would, under the 
proposed legislation, make available substantial financial assistance to irrigation 
projects in the parts of Oregon, Idaho, Wyoming, and Nevada lying in the Middle 
and Upper Snake Basin which may hereafter be authorized by the Congress, 
but which, except for such assistance, although economically sound and posessing 
engineering feasibility, could not meet the test of financial pay-out imposed by 
Federal reclamation laws. Under present standards, few irrigation projects in 
the Snake River Basin can be constructed unless power revenues are available to 
help the settlers repay the cost of bringing water to the land. For this reason 
T firmly believe that the Hells Canyon project should be authorized under Federal 
reclamation law. 

Situated as it is, upstream from several major dams on the Columbia River, 
Hells Canyon will make a major contribution to the prime, year-around output 
of the Columbia River power system, of which it will be an integral part. If one 
were looking at a power-production chart, one could see that production from 
run-of-river plants alone falls into a low depression when natural stream flows 
decline during the fall and winter months. By helping to fill up this seasonal 
depression, particularly during a critical low-flow year, such as occurred in 

936-37, the power produced at Hells Canyon Dam, and at downstream power 
plants with stored water released from the reservoir during fall and winter, will 
add greatly to the amount of power which can be continuously produced by the 
system as a whole. With all projects currently authorized considered as being 
in operation, Hells Canyon would add 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime-power capa- 
bility to that system. If attempts to guess at an order of construction are not 
made, and the contributions of all existing authorized and recommended storage 
projects are placed on a parity by allocating to each a part of the increased 
system production which is proportional to active storage capacity, the allocation 
of system prime power to Hells Canyon amounts to 1,430,500 kilowatts, according 
to Department of the Interior estimates. By either of the procedures used to 
establish Hells Canyon’s contribution to the system, its prime-power output would 
be large, and its cost per kilowatt would be less than the average cost per kilowatt 
of prime power to be obtained from plants now under construction and authorized, 
or in prospect, for addition to the present low-cost Bonneville and Grand Coulee 
system. 

These great multiple-purpose benefits, which I shall dwell on in greater detail 
later, will be made available through the legislation my colleagues and I are 
introducing today. It is a sound proposal, as sound a proposal as we now know 
the authorization of Grand Coulee and Hoover Dams to have been. And, Mr. 
T'resident, it is timely. 

The proposed legislation will authorize construction of the Hells Canyon Dam 
plus smaller power plants at Scriver Creek, a feature of the Mountain Home 
irrigation project. The bill does not include authorization of the irrigation of 
the desert-land area south and east of the city of Boise, but it does include the 
use of power revenues from Hells Canyon Dam and the Scriver Creek plants 
to help repay the construction costs of the irrigation works when their construc- 
tion is later authorized by Congress. Repayment of the reimbursable power 
investment, which comprises most of the project costs, is assured. 

A water right is a precious thing in the great West. Provision fully pro- 
tecting existing water rights upstream from Hells Canyon is contained in the 
bill, and full protection of future irrigation developments by subordinating the 
Government’s power rights at Hells Canyon to future upstream consumptive 
uses is also specifically guaranteed, The ultimate effect upon power production 
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is minor and has been taken into account in determining the power capabilities 
and pay-out of the project. 

In the interest of assuring the State of Idaho the stimulation for industrial 
development which Hells Canyon will afford, we are recommending in the pro- 
posed legislation that 300,000 kilowatts of power and associated energy be re- 
served to that State for use within the State. That is a reservation for Idaho 
as a State; but it is not a limitation upon the amount of power which can be 
made available for use there, for still more could be obtained from the Federal 
system, as is the case in other parts of the Columbia Basin. This will enable 
Idaho to take major strides in developing her industrial base. And this is in 
addition to the growth it will give to irrigation, in Idaho as well as other States. 
As I shall suggest later, the availability of power from Hells Canyon to other 
parts of the contributing basin above the site should also be assured to the ex- 
tent that loads develop in those areas. 

Aside from the urgency of providing new power for the national defense, in- 
troduction of legislation which would authorize Hells Canyon is timely because 
of a conficting plan for development of that stretch of the river. There is now 
pending before the Federal Power Commission a request for a permit to build 
a low dam at Oxbow, situated within the proposed reservoir area for Hells 
Canyon. The granting of such a permit would destroy the opportunity for fully 
harnessing that stretch of the Snake and would produce only about one-tenth of 
the power which Hells Canyon will produce. It is, therefore, important that 
the Congress understand the real impact which Hells Canyon will have on the 
economy of the Northwest. Hearings on this bill will provide us with the full 
story and the true story. 

The physical features of the proposed development are intriguing, and I in- 
vite those who hear or read this statement to ponder them carefully. 

Flowing northward through the uplands of the Wallowa Mountains of Oregon 
and the Seven Devils Mountains of Idaho, the Snake River has entrenched itself 
deeply in what is known as.the Grand Canyon of the Snake River, one of the 
deeper canyons of the world. It is a region of wild, rugged a and desola- 
tion. Through it the Snake forms the boundary between Orego d Idaho. A 
part of the southern or upstream end of the Snake Canyon is called Box Canyon. 
It is steep-walled and constitutes the 30-mile-long inaccessible portion of the 
Grand Canyon. At the upstream end of this box gorge would rest the Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

The site is about 60 miles northeast of Baker, Oreg., as the crow flies. By 
river from Huntington, Oreg., near the mouth of the Burnt River, the site is ap- 
proximately 80 miles downstream and about 100 miles upstream from Lewiston, 
Idaho. At the site of the dam the canyon is more than a mile deep, and the 
eanyon floor is only about 280 feet wide. 

The new dam would be a concrete arch-gravity type structure. It would con- 
tain in the neighborhood of 6,200,000 cubie yards of concrete, making it the 
world's third largest dam. The elevation of the crest would be 2,082 feet above 
sea level. The power plant would ultimately hold nine 100,000-kilowatt gen- 
erators. 

The reservoir will have a maximum capacity of 4,400,000 acre-feet, of which 
3,880,000 will be active or usable storage. It will extend approximately 93 
miles along the Idaho-Oregon State line to a point about 11 miles downstream 
from Weiser. 

The physical quality of the rock at the dam site is excellent and is suitable for 
a dam of any height. : 

The project will cost about $356,810,000 at current price levels. The entire 
cost, plus interest, will be returned to the Federal Treasury, with the excep- 
tion of allocations to flood control, navigation, and other possible nonreim- 
bursable purposes. The fact that all power costs will be returned and the fact 
that the economic value of power developed to reflect conditions in the North- 
west as they existed about 4 years ago considerably exceeds the cost of power 
creditable to Hells Canyon demonstrate that the project enjoys a favorable 
relationship of benefits to cost. 
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These, in general terms, are the basic features of the Hells Canyon project and 
of the proposed legislation. I should now like to discuss certain of these fea- 
tures in greater detail. 

In evaluating, the significance of Hells Canyon from the broad viewpoint of 
assuring ultimate full-scale development of our important river system we must 
realize that the opportunities for constructing large projects in the Northwest 
are constantly dwindling as the growing population and economy inexorably re- 
duce the availability of once isolated areas suitable and needed for reservoirs. 

From the standpoint of making the greatest possible use of the Columbia’s 
water resources for irrigation, domestic and municipal use, and pollution abate- 
ment, as well as for power, flood control, and navigation, it would be ideal 
to have storage capacity which would give complete control of the river. With 
full control, flows could be held back or released as required to meet the specific 
seasonal needs of all kinds, and above-average run off of 1 year could be held 
to supplement the lower-than-average run off of another year. That would be 
ideal. But lacking the ideal, we should do that which is feasible and possible, 
and at least authorize these basic structures in the main control plan. 

The average annual run off of the Columbia River is in excess of 150,000,000 
acre-feet, which is exceeded in the United States only by the Ohio and the 
lower Mississippi. To provide storage for years of above average run off and 
to permit full regulation of the river would require space to hold more than 
three times the average run off, or about 500,000,000 acre-feet of storage space. 

Storage of this magnitude could have been obtained at a very early stage in 
the settlement of the Northwest, but developments which have since taken 
place in the large, potential storage basins have eliminated the possibility of 
such large-scale storage at several sites on the Columbia River and on tribu- 
taries at each of which from 5,000,000 to 50,000,000 acre-feet of storage could 
have been developed. 

The large natural lakes in the Northwest are natural places to seek large 
amounts of storage at low cost by further development. But these storage 
sites have been largely eliminated from consideration by the strongly expressed 
will of the people, and in some cases by State legislative action. 

Very real problems thus exist in the Northwest when we come to consider 
the development of even ‘a nominal part of the total desirable storage. An 
objective of only 27,000,000 acre-feet was set up by the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Corps of Engineers, after exhaustive study, to meet immediately pros- 
pective needs of flood control and power in connection with the main control 
plan, previously mentioned. Of the effective storage capacity in that plan re- 
quired to reduce destructive floods to controliable discharges, about one-fifth 
must be provided in projects which are as yet unauthorized by the Congress. 
Hells Canyon Dam is a major structure of the main control plan, and what 
is of greatest significance, it is the more important of the two projects which 
although included in the main control plan, are not as yet authorized by the 
Congress. The other site required to provide the initial flood control for major 
floods on the Columbia is Glacier View, or an alternate. This site and each 
of the alternates which have been seriously considered have met with such 
intense opposition in the planning stages of the investigation as to defer recom- 
mendation of their development. } 

Even if all the storage were to be developed at Hells Canyon and elsewhere, 
we would have only 9 percent of that required for full control of the river. If 
all additional storage in prospect in the entire Columbia River system, much of 
it as very high cost, were provided, the total storage still would not be much 
more than 25 percent of the amount required for full control of the river. 

In the light of this serious inadequacy of storage possibilities in the North- 
west, it is urgent that we do not sacrifice even one of the reservoirs that is 
economically feasible. Hells Canyon is such a reservoir. 

The greatest direct contributions of the Hells Canyon development will come 
from use of the storage capacity to be provided in its great reservoir. Flood- 
waters of the Snake River at the Hells Canyon site, which would otherwise 
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damage lands and communities along the lower Snake and Columbia Rivers, 
will be safely impounded in its 3,880,000 acre-feet of usable storage capacity. 
Held in the reservoir until that time in each year when it is necessary to aug- 
ment diminishing natural flows, these floodwaters will then be released for 
productive purposes to increase power production and to increase the depth of 
navigable channels over those which would prevail under natural conditions. 

The annual pattern of weather and runoff in the Columbia and Snake River 
Basins makes possible the harmonious relationship of power, flood control and 
other benefits. Each year sees a great outpouring of waters from the moun- 
tains as the winter’s accumulation of snow melts. Spring floods attending the 
quick snow melt from the extensive mountain areas are followed by dimin- 
ishing flows during the later summer and by a long season of low water which 
extends throughout the fall and the winter months due to general freeze-up 
in the mountainous areas and precipitation largely in the form of snow. “Meas- 
urements of the snow pack indicate each year what the volume of the spring and 
summer outpouring is likely to be. 

Thus, starting with a reservoir filled from the spring flood of the Snake River, 
that water will be conserved during the summer, with minimum use of inflow 
during that season for power production at the Hells Canyon plant. With the 
advent of the fall low-water period, stored water will be released for increased 
power production at the Hells Canyon plant and at other plants downstream 
and will incidentally but substantially benefit navigation by increasing the 
depth of water in navigable channels. Continued through the winter, the draw- 
down of the reservoir can be closely adjusted, using forecasts of the next spring’s 
runoff provided by snow surveys, to create storage space in which to store the 
floodwaters of the following spring, and start the succeeding fall and winter 
operation with the reservoir at the maximum elevation possible. Thus, power, 
flood-control, and other purposes will be served withut conflict through use of 
the Hells Canyon storage reservoir. The same kind and the same degree of 
benetits, it is clear, could not be achieved by any development of this reach of the 
Snake River which did not involve storage. 

I emphasize, Mr. President, that building for storage is an essential part of 
this program. 

I have said before that new power in Northwest, 6ver and above that which 
will be provided by plants under construction and authorized, is needed at the 
earliest possible date. 

The Scriver Creek power development can be at work in defense of the Nation 
in 4 years, and the much larger contribution by Hells Canyon can start a vear 
later. Present Bureau of Reclamation construction schedules show that initial 
generation from Hells Canyon would be available in a little over 5 years after 
the start of construction, with additional generators coming on the line at 3-month 
intervals, the last coming into service less than 2 years after the first unit 
went on the line, This represents a very rapid, though thoroughly realistic 
schedule for so large a structure. 

The Pacific Northwest depends almost entirely on hydro for its electrie energy 
requirements. Nearly half of these requirements are supplied from the large 
multipurpose projects of the Federal Government. 

Power has been short in the region during the past few years and will continue 
to be short for several more years. A rapid population growth, extension of 
lines to serve nearly all farm and rural consumers, and industrial growth account 
for the rapid increase in electrie energy requirements in the region. 

Last September interruptible industrial loads were curtailed when stream 
flows receded rapidly after a very dry summer. Better than average stream 
flows enabled restoration of these loads in October. Favorable water conditions 
during the rest of the winter enabled the region to squeeze by without further 
curtailment, but only with the use of old inefficient fuel-fired electric generating 
plants, and by importing electric energy from British Columbia and Montana, 
were we able to get through the emergency of great electric power shortage. 

During next year, 1952-53, the region will be short an average of about 650,000 
kilowatts if minimum water-year conditions prevail. This shortage represents 
just a little more than the extent of power that is expected to be sold to industry 
next year on an interruptible basis. About one-fourth of the requirements of 











HELLS CANYON DAM 829 


all industry in the region will be on an interruptible basis, subject to being cut 
off in case of critical water conditions. 

The power situation will improve only slightly in 1953, when power from the 
great McNary project becomes available. Additional improvement will be noted 
when power is produced at Chief Joseph in 1955. However, normal load growth 
of existing customers will leave little additional power for new industry. 

Not until power becomes available from the Dalles Dam in 1957 and then 
from additional projects on which construction has not yet started can any 
substantial amount of new industrial loads be served. 

A moment ago I pointed out that expansion of industries producing critical 
weapons for our Armed Forces is being choked off by lack of firm power in the 
-acitic Northwest. These establishments are vital to the defense of the country 
and also to the economy of the area. The Federal projects on the Columbia River 
and its tributaries provide an important part of the electric energy needed to 
supply the Nation with vital products and to sustain our industrial strength. 

Industries using electric energy in electrolytic processes or in electric furnaces 
have been among the fastest growing industries in the Nation. In times of war 
and preparation for defense, these industries which produce aluminum, mag- 
nesium, copper, zine, chlorine, phosphorus, electric steel, ferro-alloys, calcium 
‘arbide, and abrasives expand very rapidly. Electro-process industries con 
sumed about 15 percent of all electric energy used by manufactures in 1939, 
With the large demands of a war economy, the electro-chemical and electro- 
thermal processes accounted for about 27 percent of all electric energy used in 
manufactures in 1948. In 1950 these industries accounted for 22 percent of the 
electric energy used in manufactures. Consumption of electric energy in elec- 
tro-chemical and electro-thermal processes would be larger today but for the 
shortage of power in the Pacific Northwest. 

Power costs in these electro-process industries range from 10 to 50 percent of 
the total production cost. That is why these industries seek locations where 
low-cost power is available and why they are concentrated at such locations. 
Their earliest growth, from 18% to 1924, was in the Buffalo-Niagara Falls area. 
Today this area supports about 1,000,000 people, most of whom depend directly 
or indirectly upon these large power-consuming industries. 

In the 1930's the electro-process industries expanded into the Tennessee 
Valley. Low-cost power was available from federally constructed dams in the 
area. “ince 1950 these industries have looked to the Columbia River for their 
expansion locations. 

During the past 11 years a considerable expansion has taken place, but it 
has been slowed because new dams have not been built fast enough to take care 
of the expansion needs of these industries. 

As I have said so many times, Mr. President, the great hope for the American 
economy is to be found in expanding it. The great strength of the capitalistic 
system is to be found in the fact that we have only scratched the surface of 
its expanding potentialities. We must always be on guard against anything 
that tends to restrict our economy. We must do the things which are necessary 
to expand our economy, and we must have a coordinated cooperative private- 
enterprise Government program which will make possible the building of great 
dams, such as Hells Canyon, from the power of which private industry ean 
expand. 

By way of digression at this point, let me refer to one of the fundamental prin- 
ciples of Lincoln republicanism. Cogently and with great vision Lincoln pointed 
out to the American people, in a discussion of his political philosophy and of the 
objectives of our republican form of government, that— 

“The legitimate object of government is to do for the people what needs to be 
done, but which they cannot, by individual effort, do at all, or do so well, for 
themselves.” 

I have always buttressed my support of great public works, such as the Hells 
Canyon Dam, upon the principle of self-liquidation, save and except for those 
nonreimbursable items which are necessary from the standpoint of carrying 
out a great national public function, such as flood control and navigation. I 
have done this not only on the basis of the great principle manifested in the 
political philosophy of Abraham Lincoln, but also upon my own conviction that 
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we as a people must do through government the things which are necessary to 
give us the resources and the sinews for an ever-expanding economy, because 
perpetuation of the private enterprise system itself is dependent upon those 
resources. 

Some expansion has been taking place in spite of the power shortage. This ex- 
pansion is based on the purchase by industry of interruptible power. Industry 
is taking the calenlated risk of having to close down part of its operation during 
periods when there is not sufficient water in the river to generate the power 
necessary to meet industrial requirement. 

The electro-process industries fit well into the economy of the Pacific North- 
west and will help give this area the industrial diversity and stability it so badly 
needs. The chief attracting force to these operations is low-cost power. With- 
out the low-cost power from the multipurpose projects on the Columbia River 
and its tributaries, the size of these electro-process industries in the Nation 
would be substantially smaller. For these industries there is no substitute 
for the low-cost electric energy. 

Aluminum reduction plants locate where they can secure large amounts of 
low-cost power. Anyone familiar with the power requirements of this rapidly 
expanding and vital industry knows that about 9 kilowatt-hours are required to 
produce a pound of aluminum. In 1951 the five aluminum reduction mills in 
Oregon and Washington used about one-fourth of all the electric energy con- 
sumed in the Pacific Northwest. 

That is such a vital statistic that I think it important to repeat it. In 1951 
the five aluminum reduction mills in Oregon and Washington used about one- 
fourth of all the electric energy consumed in the Pacific Northwest. 

Last year the five aluminum reduction mills in Oregon and Washington ac- 
counted for 44 percent of the Nation’s primary aluminum output. Ten percent 
of the United States aluminum production in 1951 was produced in the North- 
west with interruptible power. This gives some indication of the threat of power 
shortage. 

Let me put it this way: It is an understatement to say that the production 
of aluminum through low-cost power in the Pacitic Northwest is vital to the 
defense program of the United States. The security of our Nation, in a very 
real sense, is dependent upon the production of aluminum, because we have no 
hope of gaining superiority in the air, which superiority is essential te the 
our Nation, unless we have an adequate supply of 


defense and security of 
Hence, when I 


aluminum to build the air fleets we need for air superiority. 
speak today about the construction of the Hells Canyon Dam and the enlarge- 
ment of the power resources of the Nation, I am speaking about a project whici 
is vital to the building of the defense of the United States. 

The rolling mill at Spokane, the rod, wire, and cable plant at 
about 60 foundries located throughout the region utilize nearly half the primary 
aluminum produced in the region. In 1951 over 20 percent of the Nation’s output 
of aluminum plate, sheet, and other rolled products was manufactured in the 


Vancouver, and 


region. 
Magnesium is again being produced at Spokane, Wash. This war plant will 


soon reach full-capacity output. Furthermore, over one-fourth of the Nation's 
lead and zine comes from the area near Spokane, principally in the Idaho Pan- 
handle, embraced in the Kellogg-Wallace region. Due to the complex ores, the 
zine is recovered by an electrolytic process, the efficiency of which has been fully 
proved by the constructive work of the Bunker Hill & Sullivan Mining & Mill- 
ing Co. at Kellogg. 

Ferro-alloys, including ferromanganese, ferrochrome, and high-silicon-content 
ferrosilicon, are produced in the region, the output last year being about 4 percent 
of the national production. Part of the ferrosilicon is used in the production of 
magnesium, but most of these ferro-alloys are used in the manufacture of steel. 

Two plants in the region produce calcium carbide, and one plant manufac- 
tures silicon carbide for abrasives. Three plants produce chlorine and caustic 
soda, and one of these factories also produces chlorates, perchlorates, insecticides, 
weed killers, and industrial cleaners. Chlorine and caustic so’a are used by the 
local and British Columbia pulp and paper industry. Caustic soda is also used 
in the region for the manufacture of glue for the plywood and laminated-wood 
industry and for soap and chemicals. 

Pulp and paper mills in the region account for more than 20 percent of the 
Nation’s pulp and over 5 percent of the paper products. Nearly all of the rayon 
grade pulp produced in the Nation is manufactured in western Washington. The 
pulp and paper industry in the region, as a result of technical improvements and 
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expansion, is now purchasing more than twice as much power as it did at the end 
of World War LI. 

The lumber industry is the principal industry in terms of employment. Last 
year Pacitie Northwest mills sawed about one-third of the Nation’s lumber. 
Nearly all of the United States output of shingles and softwood plywood comes 
from the Pacific Northwest. 

Availability of additional power will enable expansion and continued tech- 
nological improvements in the forest-products industries and the electroprocess 
industries. These electroprocess industries look to the low-cost power of the 
Pacific Northwest, which can be made available in large quantities for their 
expansion if large projects such as Hells Canyon are constructed. Expansion 
of these industries is essential to continue to build up the Nation’s defense. 

Aside from its contribution to national defense, low-cost power from Hells 
Canyon could develop a large but relatively untapped Northwest resource, namely, 
phosphate rock. Southeastern Idaho and adjacent areas in Montana, Wyoming, 
and Utah contain approximately 60 percent of the United States reserves of this 
rock. About three-fourths of these reserves are in Idaho. In spite of the extent 
of these western reserves, very little has been done to develop them until recently. 
Small amounts of fertilizer have been produced, but they have not been sufficient 
to supply the market in the Western States, 

The need for fertilizer in the Western States far exceeds both production and 
consumption in that area. Increased removal of phosphorous from the soil is 
affecting the food value of many of our crops today. The only known source 
of phesphorous to replenish what is being withdrawn from the soil is phos 
phate rock. In addition, newly irrigated areas in the Pacific Northwest will re- 
quire large amounts of phosphorous fertilizer. Production of the fertilizer in 
the West will not only help to maintain our food supply and conserve our re- 
sources of sulfur and phosphate rock, but will provide a new industry to an area 
whose manufactures are now relatively small. 

Recently the two Westvaco plants have been built in the western phosphate 
rock area at Pocatello for the production by the electric-furnace method, of ele- 
mental phosphorous for chemical uses, not for fertilizer: and a third, a Mon- 
santo plant, is under construction near Soda Springs. Fertilizer is produced in 
small amounts in this area by the sulfuric-acid method. No fertilizer ig as 
yet produced in the West by the electric-furnace method because of the relatively 
high cost of electric power in the southeastern Idaho area, where much of the 
phosphate-rock deposit is located. For production of fertilizer, power must be 
available at about 3 mills a kilowatt-hour. One of the causes of the present 
shortage of phosphate fertilizers is the lack of sufficient supplies of sulfuric acid. 
Available electric power at low cost in the phosphate-rock area could be used 
for the production of elemental phosphorous and fertilizer and help alleviate 
the present fertilizer shortage. 

The western rock reserves are of mixed quality. Only the high-grade rock 
can be used for the production of fertilizers by the sulfuric-acid method, while 
both the high- and low-eradecrock, or a mixture of high- and low-grade rock, can 
be used in the electric-furnace method of producing elemental phosphorous. 
Since the greater part of the western phosphate reserves are low-grade rock, the 
electric-furnace method of fertilizer production would conserve, or make avail 
able for other purposes, both the phosphate rock and sulfuric acid. The amount 
of commercially recoverable phosphorous would be multiplied manyfold if the 
electric-furnace method rather than the sulfuric-acid method were utilized. 

It is unlikely that e'ectric energy could be made available in southeastern 
Idaho at the low-rate level required for the development of an electric-furnace 
fertilizer industry without the construction of Hells Canyon Dam. 

In addition to power development, flood control is an important benefit to be 
derived from the Hells Canyon Dam., Like power, the flood control to be con- 
tributed by the dam is an integral part of a minimum-essential program for the 
Northwest. To provide minimum needed protection for developments along the 
tower Columbia River, where the great bulk of flood damage occurs. an imme 
diate goal was established in the comprehensive plan to limit flows at The Dalles 
to SCO.000 cubic feet per second. Strategically located reservoirs were selected, 
which, in conjunction with those already in existence or authorized, would pro 
vide about 27,000,000 acre-feet of storage, and would reduce the maximum flood 
flow of record, 1,200,000 second-feet at The Dalles to S00,000 second-feet. The 
Helis Canyon Reservoir is one of the storage developments seiected and re 
ommended for this purpose. And again T say, it is the on'y one specifically rec 
ommended to meet the immediate goal which bas not been authorized for con 
struction since formulation of the main-control plan. 
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This flood-control plan, of which Hells Canyon is also an integral part, repre- 
sents only a partial stop-gap phase of the ultimate storage plan which will be 
needed for full flood control. Ultimate use of storage sites on the Salmon and 

Clearwater Rivers, to the current use of which strong objections have been raised 
by Idaho and by commercial salmon-fishery interests, would be required for con- 
trol of the Snake and fuller control of flows on the lower Columbia. Floods 
following the pattern of those of the past will be relatively higher in some years 
on the Snake and in other years on its lower tributaries. Taking one year with 
another, the storage on the Snake at Hells Canyon will contribute as much, for 
example, as storage proposed for future development on the Clearwater River, 
and both would be required for the most effective control and use of our water 
resources, 

The total benefits of the 27,000,000 acre-feet of storage and the related levee 
system on the lower Columbia River system for flood control have been esti- 
mated by the Corps of Engineers at $16,191,800 annually. Of this amount, 
$1,459,800, or about 9 percent, has been assigned by the corps to the Hells Canyon 
Reservoir. The present worth of this amount as an annuity over a 50-year 
period, using an interest rate of 3 percent per annum, is $37,561,000, which is the 
proposed allocation of the capital cost of Hells Canyon to flood control. 

Another multiple-purpose benefit of Hells Canyon is improvement of naviga- 
tion. Contributions to inland water transportation will be made by the develop- 
ment in two ways. Releases from the reservoir for increased power production 
during the period of low thow on the Snake and Columbia will increase the 
depth of water in those downstream navigable reaches for which slack water 
navigation has not been provided. In addition, it will create a navigable lake 
leading from the dam to the Union Pacific main line near Hunting, Oreg. 

Denefits from increasing low water flows on the Snake River will accrue in 
the reach between the mouth of the Grande Ronde River and Lewiston, Idaho, 
and on the Columbia River from Bonneville Dam to Vancouver, Wash. The 

value of these downstream navigation benefits has been estimated by the Corps 
of Engineers to be $91,000 annually. There would be additional, temporary ben- 
efits of this kind should the Hells Canyon Reservoir be placed in operation before 
completion of projects authorized but not yet started which would create slack 
water pools on the lower Snake and on the middle lower Columbia. 

The availability of a navigable lake behind the Hells Canyon Dam, coupled 
with large blocks of power, will help unlock valuable mineral deposits of the 
Snake Canyon, which have been little developed in the absence of these ad- 
vantages. The annual value of the lake for commercial navigation purposes has 
been estimated by the Corps of Engineers at $98,000. The total, continuing ben- 
efit of the project to navigation—taking account of both downstream and reser- 
voir benefits, both of which are obtained incidentally to its primary use for 
power production—thus is placed at $189,000, the present worth of which as an 
annuity over a 50-year period, with interest at 3 percent per annum, is $4,863,000, 
This is the proposed allocation of the capital cost of the Hells Canyon develop- 
ment to navigation. 

Furthermore, construction of Hells Canyon Dam, highest in the world, will pro- 
vide the Pacific Northwest with one of the country’s greatest tourist attractions. 
It will open up the currently inaccessible Hells Canyon area, known the — 
over for its spectacular ruggedness. With the access highways contemplated, i 
is not unreasonable to suppose that the influx will match or exceed that of Aq 
Grand Coulee Dam—300,000 yearly. Nearly 2,000,000 people last year visited 
Hoover Dam and Reservoir, situated in an area not nearly as spectacular. 

The recreation and tourist attractions which the project will create, though 
difficult to evaluate, will attain very large and economically significant propor- 
tions, judging from experience at other similar developments which lack the 
spectacular setting of Hells Canyon. 

The recreational Opportunities and tourist attractions offered by a continuous 
hody of water reaching into the now almost inaccessible depths of the Nation’s 
deepest canyon are evident. The reservation of land and the provision of facili- 
ties to insure full public enjoyment of the recreational possibilities are part of 
the project plan. Heavy draw-downs of the reservoir will be made during winter 
months, and, in general, the reservoir surface will be at or near maximum ele- 
vation during the summer season. 

While discussing the benefits to recreation, it is not amiss to point out that 
it is planned, pending the establishment of policy by the Congress on this mat- 
ter, to limit the allocation of project construction cost to the construction cost of 
needed public recreation facilities in the immediate vicinity of the reservoir. 
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This cost, estimated at $1,000,000, is appropriately proposed to be treated as non- 
reimbursable in view of the widespread public benetits to be created. 

The bill being introduced today also lays the basis for assistance to future irri- 
gation developments in the Snake River Basin down to and including the Grande 
Ronde River, some 78 miles by river from the dam site. It establishes the basic 
statutory foundation for the authorization, by the Congress, of new irrigation 
developments in that basin as divisions of the Snake River project, thereby per- 
mitting the use of Hells Canyon Dam and Scriver Creek power revenues to assist 
in the repayment of irrigation construction costs of such developments. Such 
use of power revenues is in keeping with the terms of existing Federal reclama- 
tion law, and the provision in this bill is but a sound application of this policy to 
the proposed power developments. However, revision of that policy, after re- 
examination by the Congress, would in no way be precluded by enactment of this 
bill. 

It is a fact that thousands of acres of potentially productive farm land in the 
Northwest exist as barren waste land today, while water that could transform 
them into rich agricultural areas flows unused into the Pacific Ocean. Use of 
other farm lands, although now irrigated, is restricted by supplies of irrigation 
water which are inadequate to permit maximum crop production. 

Construction of facilities to supply these lands with needed irrigation water 
would have far-reaching effects on the regional and national economy. Bene- 
fits from these developments would compare favorably with those that have 
attended irrigation in presently established farming areas. The production of 
food and fiber would help feed and clothe our expanding population; new com- 
munities would be established; existing centers of population would grow; new 
markets would be created; and the economic pulse of the area would be 
quickened. 

White the benefits attendant upon these potential irrigation developments 
would be great, the prospective costs for many of them exceed the amounts which 
the farmers alone could repay. Some of these new developments would include 
power installations from which power revenues could be applied, under pro- 
visions of the reclamation law, toward repayment of reimbursable irrigation 
costs that are beyond the ability of the water users to repay. Many of these 
potential irrigation projects, however, either would not have power features 
directly associated with them, or the power in&tallations would be of insufficient 
size to provide the full amount of financial assistance needed by the terms of 
existing law. 

Mr. resident, permit me to digress from the manuscript for a moment, to 
call the attention of those who read my remarks to what I think is a great 
obligation resting upon Members of Congress these days, namely, the obligation 
to raise our sights into the next century, far beyond the immediate present. I 
say that because what we do in our generation of service in this body will de- 
termine in large measure the destiny of our great country throughout the 
centuries to come. 

I always deprecate the short-sightedness of those who so frequently are 
heard to say, “Why reclaim arid land? We are dealing constantly with the 
probiem of food surpluses, not food shortages.” 

Mr. President, even in our time such surpluses have not been very large; and 
even in our time the turning of the hand of Nature against us in any one season, 
such as happened a few years ago when large portions of a certain area of our 
country became a Dust Bowl, brings with it a convincing warning that food 
surpluses are a great blessing and that we should always be on guard against 
the danger of food shortages which is ever present in the background. If one 
will only study the history of civilization, he cannot escape the dramatic story 
that the supply of food for any people determines in large measure the height 
its civilization reaches. 

Thus, in the pages of history we read of the decline of great civilizations 
because the people of that time in the country concerned did not have sufficient 
foresight to raise their eyes far enough beyond their then present into the 
great beyond of the future through which their country, in terms of history, 
was certain to travel. They did not have sufficient foresight and statesmanship 
to see the importance of sound soil conservation, of preserving for future gen- 
erations the great natural resources of their country. They did not see in time 
the importance of a sound reclamation program. Most sad of all, Mr. President, 
they did not see the importance of keeping their land in such a condition that 
they could have the blessing which presently is the blessing of the American 
people, namely, an agricultural economy producing a surplus of food. 
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Today I would say to my fellow Americans that we need to think about the 
food problems of the United States decades away, and we need to plan now 
so as to prepare for our posterity a rich heritage in the form of sound conserva- 
tion and soil-reclamation programs. 

Let me also suggest to them a very disturbing fact—and I emphasize the 
word “fact,” Mr. President, because I think our students of population growth 
and our authorities in the field of population studies already have brought forth 
in their researches and writings very convincing proof of it—that inevitably, 
as the standard of living of the backward areas of the world rises to ever greater 
heights, the question of the world’s food supply will be one of the great problems 
facing mankind. 

Oh, Mr. President, on the entire question of America’s future economic problems 
in the century ahead I think there is much short-sightedness manifested in 
our land today. There is a failure to realize the economic meanings as well 
as the political meanings of the great economic revolution which is going on 
in the backward areas of the world. One of the most enlightening articles I have 
read within recent weeks dealing somewhat with this subject was an article 
which I read in last month’s Harper’s, entitled “Africa Is Next.” The author 
of the article developed in clear and convincing form the thesis that tremendous 
economic changes are going to take place in Africa within the decades immediately 
ahead. 

The same can be said, in my judgment, Mr. President, of many other areas 
of the world, such as Asia, particularly the free parts of Asia, of South America, 
and yes, of every area of the world where human beings, all the creatures of 
the Almighty, are today living under conditions which we Americans describe 
as subnormal standards of living. 

The great “stomach revolution,” which is to continue for the next century, will 
undoubtedly, in my opinion, result in an economy for those people whi¢h will 
greatly raise their standard of living, and which in turn will create serious popu- 
lation problems and great drains upon the food supplies of the world. 

Mr. President, if during that century we follow a course of action by which 
we seek to live unto ourselves alone, by which we wrap our economic cloak about 
us and say, “It will warm only our bodies, and you cannot come within its folds,” 
we are likely then to discover whgt certain civilizations have discovered in gen- 
erations and centuries gone by, namely, that whenever a powerful nation, placing 
itself in an isolated position as being an outstanding possessing nation, seeks 
either to hold itself aloof from the have-not nations, or to dictate to them eco- 
nomically, be it through some form of economic imperialism or colonialism, 
or any other type of economic exploitation, the end result is the fall of that 
nation. That is amply demonstrated by the pages of history. 

I say again that, from this angle, there is a close relationship between the 
soil of America and what we do with the soil, and the position of America in 
world affairs for the century to come. That is why I say, Mr. President, that 
even in connection with such projects as this one, it is important that we think 
beyond the present into the future, and a long way into the future. This is an 
economically sound plan for the present. It is a great investment for the Ameri- 
can people in the future. 

Thus I say, Mr. President, that while the benefits attendant upon these poten- 
tial irrigation developments would be great, the prospective costs for many of 
them exceed the amounts which the farmer alone could repay. 

The location of the Hells Canyon Reservoir at the lower end of the valley and 
down in a deep gorge. makes it impossible to deliver water directly from it to 
all irrigable land in the area. However, it has been a part of the plan from 
the outset to obtain for irrigation projects the same kind of financial assistance 
from the Hells Canyon development which is available where irrigation and 
power are physically combined in a single project. 

Twelve representative projects which lie in the States of Wyoming, Idaho, and 
Oregon illustrate the problem. Eleven of them, lying within the upper and 
middle Snake River Basin as defined in the bill, include the Star Valley project 
in Wyoming, the upper unit of the Baker project and the Grande Ronde project 
in Oregon: the Mountain Home and Bruneau projects in Idaho; and a number of 
lesser potential developments in Oregon and Idaho, In addition, there is in- 
cluded the Crooked River project of Oregon, which lies outside the area where 
irrigation assistance would be afforded onder existing provision of the bill. The 
12 projects embrace some 987,000 acres, principally lands now dry, and the 
increased annual crop return to be expected from them as a result of irrigation 
is estimated to be twice the annual costs of the projects to the Nation. As of 
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1948, the estimated irrigation construction cost of these underakings was 
$490,000,000, of which it was estimated that about $222,000,000 could be returned 
from project sources. Assistance from other sources in the amount of $268,000,- 
000 will be necessary to return to the Treasury the full capital costs of these 
developments. Without a source for the provision of such assistance, which 
it is proposed might be made available from power revenues of the Helis Canyon 
development—but subject to later action by the Congress—there is little prospect 
that such worthy projects can be undertaken and the important contributions 
which they could make to the economy of the Northwest and of the Nation can 
be realized. 

The very ¢parse population of the reservoir area is supported in part by its 
meager agricultural resources and in part by the small-scale mining activities. 
Livestock grazing on the sides of the canyon coupled with winter feed production 
at ranch headquarters scattered along the canyon floor and in some of the 
lurger tributaries constitute the chief agricultural use of the aren. Of the 
somewhat more than 19,000 acres which would be inundated by the Hells Canyon 
Reservoir, about 90 percent is grazing and waste land. Approximately 1,800 
neres of cultivated land would be flooded of which 1,400 are irrigated. 

The character and location of mineral deposits in the canyon have not en- 
couraged the maintenance of a mining industry of any great importance. Gravels 
in the river bed and in terraces are known to contain small quanities of 
gold, but the volumes have not been regarded heretofore as sufficient to sup- 
port their removal on a commercial basis. It is my understanding that inter- 
est in the exploitation of these gravels have recently been revived. It is my 
understanding alse that efficient, large-scale methods of working such placer 
deposits are now available which will permit completion of the operation dur- 
ing the period the dam is under construction, in the event any placer oper- 
ations there should prove economically attractive. The relatively small, spor- 
adic mining operations of the past have been largely based on lode deposits of 
copper, silver, and gold ores. The known ore reserves of mining properties which 
would be made inaccessible by creation of the reservoir are small, much the 
largest being the approximutely 110,000 tons revealed by exploratory drilling 
during the last period when the largest of the old mines was operated, 1942-45. 
No commercial production of significance has been undertaken during the past 3 
years, and current activities are contined to exploratory and developmental 
work. 

Offsetting the displacement of such ore bedies in whole or in part, the avail- 
ability of transpertation on the lake leading to the main line of the Union Pacific 
near Huntington, Oreg., in addition to large blocks of low-cost project power, 
would greatly enhance the prospects for economic development of ore bodies now 
adversely affected. Lllustrative of such opportunities which the Hells Canyon 
project should open is the Red Ledge property near the Hells Canyon Dam site 
where sporadic explorations during the past 30 vears have indicated the exist- 
ence of substantial reserves, including more than 1,000,000 tons of low-grade 
copper ore and more than 100,000 tons of medium-grade zine-copper ores; all 
of these known reserves lie above reservoir level. 

The mining developments gave rise to the extension of a branch railroad from 
Huntington to Homestead, now operated only to Robinette at the mouth of the 
Power River, and to the establishment of several communities which have dwin- 
dled to insignificant proportions. The two larger communities in the reservoir 
area, Robinette and Homestead, both of which would be flooded by the Hells 
Canyon Reservoir, are estimated to have a combined population not exceeding 
50 persons. I doubt if there is ancther reservoir area anywhere in the country, 
even half this size, where so little personal disruption would take place. This 
is due, of course, to the wildness of the area. Replacement of all transporta- 
tion and communication facilities required for the area would, of course, be 
provided as a part of the development, and roads required for project purposes 
would vastly improve access to the reservoir area. 

In considering the construction of many dams in the Northwest there imme- 
diately arises the question, Will it interfere with the Columbia River salmon 
run? Tain happy to be abte to say that the Hells Canyon Dam is not numbered 
among potential developments in the Columbia River Basin over which fishery 
interests have objected because of adverse effects upon salmon runs. Prelimi- 
nary studies by the Fish and Wildlife Service indicate that the magnitude of 
runs into the Snake above the damsite are relatively small and that the problem 
can probably be handled by facilities costing not more than $5,000,000. The 
costs of needed facilities, when more definitely established, would more than 
be encompassed within the contingency item in the estimated project costs and 
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would be nonreimbursable under provisions of the act of August 14, 1916—Six- 
tieth Statute, page 1080. 

Let me quote an authority on this subject, Mr. J. T. Barnaby, regional staff 
biologist, Fish and Wildlife Service. At the meeting of the Columbia Basin In- 
teragency Committee on April 18, 1951, he said: 

“We must first have a proper scheduling of projects. Those projects which 
would do little or no harm to the fishery resources should be constructed first 
and those projects which would do the greatest harm should be delayed for as 
long a period as possible. The fisheries people realize that some projects are 
necessary even though they may result in damage to the fish runs. In this cate- 
gory in the Hells Canyon project on the Snake River.” . 

Mr. President, one of the finest things I can say about the Hells Canyon proj- 
ect, with all of its fine features, is that it is economically sound. The great 
bulk—SS& percent—of the cost I have noted, is allocated to power and is reim- 
bursable and is interest-bearing. The comparatively small remainder, totaling 
$43,424,000, is allocated on the traditional nonreimbursable basis to flood control 
in the amount of $37,561,000 and to navigation in the amount of $4.865,000, 
whereas only the $1,000,000 estimated construction cost of recreational facilities 
is allocated on-a nonreimbursable basis to the important public recreation pur- 
poses the development will serve. Actually, the recreation benefits are many 
times this amount, but for the purposes here, only the cost of direct recreation 
facilities has been included. 

Assurance of the full return of the power investment with interest is evident 
when we compare the cost of Hells Canyon power with the rates which it has 
been estimated by the Bonneville Power Administration will quite probably be 
required to return the costs of the Federal power developments that are now 
under construction, authorized, and recommended. 

The estimated annual costs associated with the reimbursable project cost of 
$313,386,000, at current price levels, which will be repaid from power revenues 
amount to $14,330,000 and consist of operation and maintenance expenses of 
$1,065,000, an annual replacement provision of $1,085,000, and interest and amor- 
tization on the $313,386,000 amounting to $12,180,000. The interest and amorti- 
zation is computed on the basis of a 50-year period and 3 percent interest, a rate 
higher than the 2% percent interest currently used as the cost of Inoney to the 
Government in determining the costs for the Columbia River power system. 
Furthermore, the use of 3 percent interest in the amortization period of 50 years 
results in an annual requirement of 3.89 percent, which is nearly 30 percent 
higher than the 8 percent return required by reclamation law for rate-imaking 
purposes. 

While the cost data thus exceed the rate and repayment requirements of the 
reclamation law and accordingly may not be controlling ultimately in fixing 
the required rate level, the use of such higher costs provides a conservative 
demonstration of the financial soundness of the project. 

In addition to the $14,330,000 annual cost for power production at the Hells 
Canyon Dam, there must be taken into account costs associated with the produe- 
tion of power at other plants in the system which is credited to Hells Canyon. 
Such costs have been established in connection with both approaches to the 
determination of the prime power capability added by or attributable to Hells 
Canyon, made by the Department of the Interior. It has been previously pointed 
out that Hells Canyon will add 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime power to the system 
of plants existing, under construction, authorized, and recommended. The total 
cost for the contribution by Hells Canyon, calculated in this way, thus represents 
the difference between the annual costs for the system with and without Hells 
Canyon. The amount of this difference, which includes the $14,330,000 annual 
cost at the Hells Canyon development, is $17,417,000, which results in an annual 
cost of $15.49 per prime kilowatt for the 1,124,000 kilowatts. Inasmuch as not 
all customers use power on a continuous around-the-clock basis throughout 
the entire year and not all customers make their maximum rate of use of power 
at the same time, the 1,124,000 kilowatts of prime or continuous power is sufficient 
to permit the Bonneville Power Administration to sell and deliver to customers 
as firm power a total of 1,463,000 kilowatts. 

This latter amount is known as salable firm power, a concept generally recog- 
nized and used to distinguish it from continuous power capability at the hydro- 
electric plants. The annual cost per salable firm kilowatt thus becomes $11.90. 
The total cost to deliver the firm power added by Hells Canyon under the assump- 
tions used in this case becomes $20.40 per kilowatt. 

If the increase in prime capability at each run-of-river plant and at subbasin 
plants resulting from the electrical and hydraulic coordination and integration 
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of the storage projects with the other plants is prorated to the several storage 
projects in proportion to the acre-feet of usable storage in reservoirs contributing 
to the run-of-river plants, the total prime power capability assignable to Hells 
Canyon becomes 1.430.500 kilowatts, consisting of 688,000 kilowatts at the Hells 
Canyon plant and 742,500 kilowatts allocated to Hells Canyon from the increased 
prime capability at downstream and subbasin plants resulting from = such 
integration operations. 

The annual costs to be associated with the 1,430,500 kilowatts capability total 
$24,728,000. This includes the $14,330,000 annual costs at Hells Canvon, plus a 
proportionate share of the total power costs of prejects producing the 742.500 
kilowatts allocated to Hells Canyon. On this basis the cost, at current price 
levels, per prime kilowatt attributable to Hells Canyon is $17.28. which is 
obtained by dividing the total annual cost of 824,728,000 by the capability of 
1,480,500 kilowatts. The latter figure is in terms of prime or continuous capa 
bility and is therefore equivalent, for reasons explained a moment ago, to 1.862 500 
kilowatts of salable firm power that can be delivered to customers by the 
Bonneville Power Administration. The cost per kilowatt of salable firm power 
thus becomes $13.27. The total cost of salable firm power becomes $21.78 per 
kilowatt. 

Therefore, each of the above two approaches to the evaluation of the Hells 
Convon project results in a total annual eost per kilowatt of salable firm power 
which is less then the $22.50 average rate which the Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration contemplates may be necessary by December 1959, in view of the fact 
that the costs of all new dams under construction, authorized, or recommended, 
are naturally higher than Grand Coulee or Bonneville, which were started during 
the depression, and therefore enjoyed low construction costs, 

These costs per kilowatt for power attributable to the Hells Canyon project, 
together with the costs of veneration at all the new projects under construction 
or authorized for construction and the costs of the transmission system required 
to market the power from all the projects, will be averaged with the costs of 
the existing projects at Bonneville and Grand Coulee and with the costs of the 
present transmission system in order to obtain the over-all system costs that 
will be repaid to the Treasury. Accordingly, the rate level will have to be that 
required to meet the costs, which include interest, of the integrated Federal 
power system in the Pacific Northwest. The Bonneville Power Administration 
anticipates that at some time in the future an increase in its present basic rate 
level of $17.50 per kilowatt-year for firm power will be required. The Adminis- 
tration’s wholesale power contracts contain provisions permitting increases in 
rates necessary to cover these costs. Such increases may be made at 5-year in- 
tervals, the next rate adjustment date being December 1954, and the following 
one December 1959. The Administration anticipates that a comparatively small 
increase, if any, will be required to cover the costs during the 5-year period from 
1954 to 1959, and that in 1959 it will still be able to sell power at the lowest 
wholesale rate in the United States for large blocks of power. 

T now turn to the specific provisions of the bill. Briefly, they are summarized 
as follows: 

Section 1 would authorize the so-called Hells Canyon division of the Snake 
River project and the Scriver Creek power facilities of the Payette unit of the 
Mountain Home division. The Hells Canyon division comprises these principal 
engineering features: Hells Canyon Dam and Reservoir and power plant. The 
Scriver Creek power facilities are power facilities that ultimately could be 
operated in connection with the irrigation features of the Mountain Home divi- 
sion, but I again point out that the present bill does not authorize the building 
of the irrigation features of the Moutain Home project, nor does it in any way 
commit the Congress to authorize those features at any future time. 

All the works authorized to be built under this bill would be under the su- 
pervision of the Secretary of the Interior, who, in the construction and in the 
operation and maintenance of the project, would, except as otherwise specifically 
provided in the bill, be governed by the Federal reclamation laws—act of June 
17, 1902, Thirty-second Statute, page SSS, and acts amendatory thereof or sup- 
plementary thereto. 

The bill of itself does not authorize the construction of transmission lines. 
Whatever transmission lines would be required to interconnect the proposed 
power plants with other Federal plants in the Northwest would have to be con- 
structed either under such authority as is already granted under the previ- 
sions of the basic statutes relating to the marketing of power by the Bonneville 
Power Administration, or under authority separately to be granted by the Con- 
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Section 2 of the bill relates to the subordination of the operations of the 
Hells Canyon Dam and power plant to existing and prospective rights to the 
use of water for consumptive purposes, such as irrigation. Existing rights to 
the beneficial consumptive use of water, which rights are valid under State law, 
appear to be unmistakably protected. There is a requirement in the Federal 
reclamation laws—section 8, act of June 17, 1902, Thirty-second Statute, page 
390—as it has recently been construed by the Supreme Court in the case Gerlach 
Livestock Company vy. United States (339 U. S. 725 (1950)), that all existing 
rights must be recognized, making it unnecessary to have such a specific provision 
in the bill. However, the principle of affording full protection to existing water 
rights is such an important one in the West that the inclusion of the specific 
provision is warranted. 

Let me say that that conclusion conforms to the long-established commitment 
of the junior Senator from Oregon, in his many discussions of water-right prob- 
lems in the Pacific Northwest, always to do what he could as a Member of 
the Senate to see to it that existing water rights are protected under legislation 
proposed for passage in the Senate. 

The greater need is for a provision that will subordinate operations of the 
dam and power plant to the yet-to-be-established rights for future irrigation 
developments in amounts that are reasonable and equitable, considering the 
rights of both upstream and downstream areas. The United States, in con- 
nection with this project, would, in the normal course of events, establish rights 
under State law in conformity with the provisions of section 8 of the 1902 act. 

Were rights to be so established, there would, however, be no protection to 
rights to be established in the future for consumptive use, for the United States 
would have established a priority for the use of water at Hells Canyon Dam. 
To meet this problem there has been written into section 2 a specifie provision 
to afford a definite yardstick which will furnish adequate protection for future 
irrigation and other consumptive uses. The provision would require the Hells 
Canyon Dam division to be operated so as not to conflict with future beneficial 
consumptive uses, established under State law, based on a total amount of 
waiter that is reasonable and equitable for the irrigation of all the land that, 
using highly optimistic forecasts, is likely to be developed in the foreseeable 
future. 

The measure of this protection is indicated by the material appearing in chapter 
IV of the substantiating materials of the Hells Canyon project report as set 
forth in volume 2 of House Document No. 475, Eighty-first Congress. The 
measure of the protection is in terms of the quantity of water reasonably re- 
quired for the development of a quantity of land, but stated so as not to be 
limited to specific lands. The quantities of lands are stated in terms of areas of 
lands yet to be developed under irrigation, 1,113,000 acres, and of lands requir- 
ing supplemental water, 1,283,000 acres. These are lands in the Snake River 
Basin above the dam. The reservation is stated in terms of an amount which 
would be reasonable and equitable for the irrigation of new lands and supple- 
mental lands of like magnitude, rather than being tied to specific areas thaf 
are identified in the report to which reference is made. 

The objective of the provision as to future water rights seems clear to me, and 
the provision proposed, I am confident, will meet this objective. If it should 
develop that the amount of protection is not adequate or that the provision 
can be stated in better fashion, I certainly will entertain proposals to this end. 

As the principal sponsor of this bill, let me make it perfectly clear at this time 
for the Record that the junior Senator from Oregon will given open-minded con- 
sideration to any proposal for an amendment to the bill which, in the opinion 
of the sponsor of the proposal, will make it a better bill and help the bill better 
to serve the national interest. 

A third principal feature of the bill is the provision, set out in sectior 3, for 
the reservation for sale to the State of Idaho of 300,000 kilowatts of power and 
associated energy. Elsewhere in this statement I have pointed out that there 
may be need for assuring the areas in the vicinity of the dam and upstream there- 
from that there will be substantial blocks of power available from the project 
for marketing within those areas. Whether the provisions of section 3 are best 
suited to meet this problem is a matter needing careful consideration, and T am 
sure the subject will receive such careful consideration during the hearings, as 
well as during the debate on the floor of the Senate, if and when the bill comes 
to the floor for action. 

I am confident that my good friends the Senators from Idaho [Mr. Dworshak 
and Mr. Welker], who have given extremely close attention to this important 
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aspect of the bill, will cooperate with the committee in seeing to it that objective 
and factual information on this point is presented in the hearings to the end that 
the legitimate interests of the States concerned may be protected and the best 
interests of the Nation as a whole may be furthered. 

The Secreary of the Interior advises in his letter of October 8, 1951, reporting 
on an identical bill, that the provision as it was drafted appears in the bill to 
meet views advanced by iocal groups in the State of Idaho. That reservation is 
in terms of blocks of power for sale to the State of Idaho. It would appear to me 
that in order to take advantage of the proposed reservation, the State of Idaho 
would have to create a new agency for the purchase of the reserved power. The 
bill has a number of provisions with respect to the terms on which power will 
be made available to that State agency. However, in recognition of the fact that 
a principal justification for the authorization of the project is the role that it 
would play in supplying power for the defense program, it is provided, also, that 
the reserved power can be used on an interim basis notwithstanding the reserva- 
tion to the State if the power is needed to meet certified defense loads. Moreover, 
the bill provides that the reservation to Idaho would not preclude the Secretary 
of the Interior from marketing power available, under the general authority he 
would have under the Federal reclamation laws, directly to power purchasers 
within the State, without such sales being charged against the State’s reservation. 

If the committee and the Congress should conclude that the State of Idaho, 
as a State, is not interested in having this particular type of reservation, this 
provision of the bill ought to be examined quite carefully to determine whether 
some other type of reservation would be better suited to assuring existing 
and potential power users in the Central and Upper Snake River Basins 
that blocks of power made available from the development of the water resources 
of those areas will be available for use in those areas. For example, there 
might be a kind of area reservation which would operate to require the Secretary 
of the Interior, in the exercise of his general marketing power under the Fed- 
eral reclamation laws, to continue to make available blocks of power for that 
general area subject, of course, to a suitable provision to permit the Secretary, 
on an interim basis, to meet certified defense loads if the total demands are 
such that he could not serve both the certified defense loads and meet the area 
reservation. 

Section 4 of the bill is intended to provide the means whereby various irri- 
gation projects might subsequently be authorized as divisions of the Snake 
River project looking toward the participation of those projects in whatever 
power revenues will be realized from the Snake River project to the extent 
that participation is necessary to meet the pay-out requirements established by 
the Federal reclamation laws. It has long been the policy of the Congress to 
provide for assistance to irrigation from power revenues on a project-by-project 
basis. This is sound policy, in my judgment, in relation to irrigation develop- 
ments that are economically sound in terms of excess of benefits Over costs, 
even though in particular developments it would be unreasonable to look to the 
water users to pay the full capital investment in irrigation under existing 
Statutory requirements. The policy involves the use of the revenues from one 
regional asset, hydroelectric power, for the further development of closely re- 
lated regional assets—water for irrigation of otherwise unproductive lands. 

There are outstanding examples of the application of that principle in the Pa- 
cific Northwest. The obvious and outstanding example at the moment is the 
Columbia Basin project in the State of Washington. Another example of con- 
siderable moment is the Anderson Ranch Dam and power plant in the State of 
Idaho. This bill would limit the application of this principle to the area de- 
fined as the Central and Upper Snake River Basin, which includes the Snake 
River and its tributaries down to and including the Grande Ronde River. The 
principal project that could so be authorized and which perhaps could be 
undertaken under the Federal reclamation laws—but only if specifically au- 
thorized by Congress—is the Mountain Home project in Idaho. 

None of these projects would be authorized by the bill which I have intro- 
duced, and, considering the present budgetary situation, I am of the view that 
they should be examined carefully before being undertaken now even if it were 
to be proposed that they be authorized by the bill. 

To digress for a moment, I should like to answer an argument which cer- 
tainly will be made by critics of mine and by opponents of the bill. It will be 
said that my advocacy of the expenditure of money for Hells Canyon Dam is 
difficult to reconcile with my strong advocacy for the maximum of economy in 
the budget. I have heretofore stated on the floor, and I now repeat, that I think 
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the $85,000,000,000 budget must be cut, and cut drastically. Yet today I am 
proposing on the floor of the Senate a bill which calls for the expenditure of a 
good many million dollars. It will be asked how can I reconcile my advocacy of 
the greatest amount of budget cuts consistent with maintaining a sound econ- 
omy and adequate defense for my country, and yet at the same time propose 
this expenditure? 

I point out again, as I have pointed out on other occasions with respect to the 
whole prograin of the budget, that we cannot justify false economy. We can 
not justify refusing to appropriate such sums as will enhance the productive 
power, the income, and the wealth of the Nation. I believe that too frequently 
a clear line is not drawn between true economy and false economy. To deny 
money for the construction of such a great wealth-producing project as the Hells 
Canyon Dam would be an argument based on false economy, not on sound 
economy. Furthermore, I would repeat briefly this afternoon an argument IT 
have made over the vears in the Senate, namely, that of course the budget which 
comes to the floor of the Senate from the administration is not a sound budget 
irom an accounting standpoint. From an accounting standpoint, it is not the 
kind of budget that any businessman in the United States would build for him- 
self. No corporation adopts what I consider to be the very unsound structure 
of the Federal budget, because the Federal budget includes within it self-liqui- 
dating capital investments as though they were operating costs of the Gov- 
ernment. T[ plead again, today, as I have done so many times in the past, that 
we in the Senate take a course of action which will require the building of a 
budget on a sound accounting basis. 

Mr. President, until we do that, let us who serve in the Senate not make the 
mistake, in our thinking upon the budget, of confusing self-liquidating capital 
investments with operating costs. When we talk about the budget, let us keep 
in mind the importance of putting off by themselves the great self-liquidating 
capital investments built with the taxpayers’ dollars, out of which over the vears 
will flow into the United States Treasury many times their original cost, out of 
which will flow into the Treasury of the United States interest payments on 
their cost. Let us keep those great self-creating investments to one side. and 
then let us give our maximum attention to the job of cutting into the adminis- 
trative costs of the Government, where the great savings can be made, because 
hat is where we find the waste and the nonessential services, and that is where 
the economic surgeon’s knife must be used to bring about a reduction in the 
$85,000,000,000 budget. 

I make that argument only briefly today, Mr. President, because I know full 
well the devices which will be resorted to in an attempt to confuse the public re- 
garding a project such as the one I am now discussing. As I said earlier in these 
remarks, and I repeat now for emphasis, this project is economically sound. It 
is a great self-liquidating project. Over the decades ahead, it will return to the 
taxpayers of the United States many times the expenditures which will go into it. 

The Presip1nG Orricer (Mr. Tobey in the Chair). If the Chair may interrupt, 
the Chair would like to say that from an asset point of view, these projects really 
constitute accounts receivable; do they not? 

Mr. Morse. That is entirely correct. 

Mr. Maanvuson. Mr. President, will the Senator from Oregon yield to me? 

Mr. Morsr. Mr. President, let me say to my friend, the Senator from Washing- 
ton, that earlier in my remarks I announced that I would decline to vield because 
it is desired to have complete continuity in this presentation, for reprint purposes. 
Therefore, I wish to set forth without interruption the arguments which will 
constitute a handbook for use in the consideration and discussion of this problem 
at the grass roots. 

Thus, Mr. President, returning to my manuscript, a few moments ago I said 
that none of these projects would be authorized by the bill introduced today, 
and, considering the present budgetary situation, T am of the view that they 
should be examined carefully before being undertaken now, even if it were to 
he proposed that they be authorized by the bill. However, this section of the 
bill is important because it will provide the basis for the subsequent authorization 
by the Congress of such projects, if on a weighing of their merits the Congress 
should so decide. In that event, the present bill, if enacted into law, would insure 
that the future development will proceed on a basis consistent with the Federal 
reclamation laws. 

There is one matter T particularly want to discuss; that is the making of 
power from the big Federal dams of the Pacific Northwest available on relatively 
long-term bases to private power companies. 
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In connection with section 3 of the bill, relating to the resale of power by the 
State of Idaho, it is provided that contracts shall be made on terms and con- 
ditions that are not inconsistent with the Federal reclamation laws, as supple- 
mented by the provisions of the bill. The Federal reclamation laws require, 
among other things, that in the sale of power on a Federal reclamation project 
by the Secretary of the Interior, preference shall be given to municipalities and 
other public corporations or agencies and to cooperatives and other nonprofit 
organizations that had been financed under the Rural Electrification Act of 
1936, as it may have been amended. There are somewhat similar preférence pro- 
visions in section 5 of the 1944 Flood Control Act and in the act of August 20, 
1937, the latter being the act creating the Bonneville Power Administration. How- 
ever, the latter act has, in addition, specific provisicns to implement the adminis- 
tration of the preference policy. 

Mr. President, let me say here, by way of brief digression again, that I desire 
to insert here a reference to a long-standing position I have taken on the question 
of the sale of power to the private utilities. 

I have never been a so-called bus-bar man; that is to say, I have never supported 
the theory that the taxpayers of the United States should pay for the building 
of great multiple-purpose dams, and then should turn over to private utilities, 
at the damsites, the power coming from the generators. To the contrary, I have 
held to the point of view—expressed time and time again to the voters of m) 
State, so that they have had adequate opportunity to pass judgment on my point 
of view—that when there are built with the money of the taxpayers of the United 
States great multiple-purpose dams, which never would have been built of such 
magnitude and for such multiple-purpose uses by any private utility or by ans 
combination of private capital, then the Government should see to it that so-called 
grid-back transmission lines are built from such dams to the load centers; and 
off those Government-built grid-back transmission lines to the load centers the 
private utilities should be entitled to a fair contract for power with which to 
serve their consumers. 

In other words, Mr. President, insofar as distribution is concerned the source 
of power, in my opinion, should be subject to the freedom of choice of the con- 
sumers in the area served. If the consumers in the area prefer to be served by 
a private utility, I take the position that the private utility is entitled to a fair 
contract from the grid-back transmission system for sufficient power to serve 
such consumers. I do not take the position that private utilities and public-utility 
districts cannot live together in harmonious relationship in the great Pacific 
Northwest, both groups being served by the multiple-purpose dams, such as the 
dam Iam advocating here today. In fact, I am satisfied that having both private- 
utility districts and public-utility districts operate in the same area has been good 
for the economy of the Pacific Northwest. 

In case anyone doubts it, Mr. President, let me get the record straight. I have 
a good many friends among the officials of private utility companies. Honesty 
compels me to say that I do not know of very many of them who publicly agree 
with me in opposition to the bus-bar theory. However, I am pleased to say that 
some of them privately have told me that if they sat in the United States Senate. 
representing the interests of the people of my State, they, too, would vote against 
the bus-bar theory. They tell me that they would follow exactly the course 
of action T have followed in regard to supporting, on every occasion when the 
question has arisen on the floor of the Senate—whether it involved an area in 
the Sonth, in the Southeast, in the Southwest, in the great Pacific Northwest, or 
anywhere else in the United States—the grid-back transmission-line theory 
under which the major transmission lines are to be built by the Government, and 
then the private utilties are to receive off those transmission lines fair contracts 
for the power they need to serve their consumers. , 

I wanted to put that statement into the Record today, because here again T am 
afraid that without its being in the Record some may attempt to spread con- 
fusion abou the position of the junior Senator from Oregon in connection with 
the relationship of private utiliites to the Hells Canyon Dam. As the files in 
my office show, in relation to correspondence with the Bonneville Administra- 
tion, with the Department of the Interior, with public power utiltiy districts, 
and with private utility companies, I shall continue to hold to the position that, 
irrespective of whether the service company is a public utility district or a private 
utility, the consumers have a right to exercise their freedom of choice in de 
termining the medium through which they are to be served and if they select the 
private utility, it is entitled to equal and fair treatment in getting power for 
its service. 
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Mr. President, I think we may as well face the facts very realistically in con- 
nection with this problem. I think all those interested in power resource develop- 
ment in the Northwest should frankly recognize that Hells Canyon is being 
opposed by a powerful private utility, the Idaho Power Co. In part, this opposi- 
tion is based on a professed fear that these preference provisions will preclude the 
disposal of power to it for distribution under reasonably long-range commit- 
ments. Nothing could be further from the truth. I am reliably advised that this 
utility has already been asked to open negotiations for the sale to it, on a reason- 
ably long-term basis, of sufficient power from the Federal system, including Hells 
Canyon, to meet its anticipated load growth. Of course, if there were any merit 
to the claim that the preference provisions would deny access to power from the 
Columbia River system to this or any other private utility, the solution would lie 
in full public development of our hydroelectric resources so as to provide gen- 
erating capacity well in advance of load growth. With plenty of power for all, 
no problem of preference will arise. However, no private utility, in order to 
preserve What it conceives to be a desirable local monopoly, should be heard to 
complain that it is being denied access to publicly generated power because of the 
preference provision, while at the same time it opposes developments like Hells 
Canyon, which will provide sufficient power for all, wholly without regard to and 
irrespective of preference provisions in existing law. Our system of free enter- 
prise is not fostered by such tactics, and I have reason to believe that responsible 
individuals associated with the Idaho Power Co. are becoming increasingly 
aware of the tenuous and short-sighted basis for this present point of view. 

I am a firm believer in the system of competitive free enterprise. But the term 
“free enterprise” is not a synonym for monopoly, nor are the principles of 
that system satisfied by an artificial limitation on the demand for power that is 
fostered by keeping its price relatively high and its uses relatively limited. I 
stand for increasing the opportunities for free enterprise to flourish in the great 
Pacific Northwest and elsewhere in the Nation. I want a system which will cre- 
ate more Wealth, more job opportunities, more stable farms, more comfortable 
homes. To the end of fostering that kind of a free-enterprise economy, let me 
outline what I believe to “be a proper program of power development in the 
Pacitie Northwest. 

lirst, we must provide the maximum development of our hydroelectric power 
potential which is consistent with the preservation of the essentials of our fish- 
eries industry, and with the balanced use of water for consumptive uses, including 
irrigation. Such a program will automatically insure the snecessful completion 
of the main flood-control plan and optimum provisions for navigation. Such a 
program, in my judgment, requires the authorization of Hells Canyon now. 

Second, the provisions of law governing the marketing of this power should 
he such that the power cannot be monopolized by limited groups of power 
distributors. 

Third, in order to assure that power will not be monopolized, it seems obvious 
to me that sound policy requires the building of a Federal grid system which 
Will interconnect the various Federal plants in the Pacific Northwest and thus 
bring the available power to load centers. 

Fourth, I firmly believe that every reasonable opportunity must be afforded 
private utilities to purchase equitable amounts of the available power from 
Federal projects on reasonably long terms, so as to afford not only the private 
power distributors but also the ultimate consumers served by such utilities the 
benefits from Federal power which are available in the area. T am also con- 
vinced that this Gan be done within the general policy underlying the existing 
preference provisions of law, and that these provisions are sound and should 
be continued. The Federal Government's good faith in making a reasonable 
reconciliation of the preference clauses with the needs of the private companies 
is evidenced by the newly established pattern of 5-year private-utility con- 
tracts, under which the Bonneville Power Administrator has voluntarily given 
the private companies first call on all power available for disposition by him in 
any contract year, in excess of his prior power commitments, as defined in the 
contracts. 

The offer to negotiate for the sale, on a reasonably long-term basis, of a sub- 
stantial block of power from the Federal system to the utility now spearheading 
the opposition to Hells Canyon offers that utility a signal opportunity to G@emon- 
strate whether it is interested in cooperating in a basic resource-development 
program that will foster the cause of competitive free enterprise or whether, 
instead, its sole concern is to preserve the area in which it operates as a kind 
of satrapy for its own purely selfish purposes. I think that the cards should be 
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laid on the table on this issue, and I know of no place where this can be done than 
in the public forum, the hearing room of the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee, over which my good friend, the distinguished senior Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O’Mahoney] presides so capably. 

There are, no doubt, some features of the bill that need careful analysis 
with the thought of developing, clarifying, and improving amendments. I have 
suggested several in my preceding remarks. If there are other aspects of 
the bill that can be so improved, I will welcome the opportunity to consider 
specific proposals. For example, 1t may well be that a better legislative treat- 
ment can be evolved for the problem of assuring upstream areas a fair share 
of the power to be available. And it may be that a sound case could be made for 
some sort of qualified or conditioned authorization of an irrigation development, 
such as the irrigation features of the Mountain Home division. 

I wish to emphasize, however, that it is my objective to press for full con- 
sideration of a bill in keeping with the major purposes of the biil as I have intro- 
duced it today. The works to be authorized by this bill should be built as Federal 
works, and I now serve notice that amendments which are offered primarily 
for the purpose of relay or obfuscation will receive no support from me, 

With that I conclude the explanation of the legislation that would authorize 
this great dam. While 1 do not want to lay myself open to any suggestion that 
my motivation is provincial, I cannot let this occasion puss without some refer- 
cnee to the benefits that will accrue to certain sections of my State, as well as to 
southern Idaho, 

Apart from its great regional and national advantages, the Hells Canyon 
project would provide an important new stimulus to economic development in 
eastern Oregon and southern Idaho. Many resources of this area remain unde- 
veloped and it is plain that without the benefits of large blocks of low-cost power 
and assistance in the return of irrigation projects which remain to be built, 
the economy of the area is likely to remain dormant and at least a part of the 
natural increase in population of the area will continue to leave it to seek 
employment and opportunity downstream where river development has brought 
greater prosperity. 

The present economy of the area is based largely on agriculture and stock 
raising. Although large desert areas still await irrigation water, means needed 
to assist water users in returning the costs of these developments, which power 
revenues from the Hells Canyon development would provide, are not now avail- 
able. Mining has been of importance in the past and is currently expanding, but 
full realization of the area’s mining potential requires larger blocks of low-cost 
power. The local significance of the tourist business to be attracted by the 
develop ment must not be underestimated in view of the experience at Hoover and 
Grand Coulee Dams. The important addition to the area’s road net to be made 
by the highway which is planned to lead down to the dam, across it, and up the 
canyon wall on the other side will open to tourist traffic, drawn to see the Na- 
tion’s highest dam, a new wonderland of primitive mountain and canyon scenery, 
and will assuredly lead to an important new Idaho-Oregon link between major 
transcontinental highways through each of those two great States. 

Power from the project assured for use in the local area will open oppor- 
tunities for large scale industry now unknown. There can be no assurance, of 
course, that construction of Hells Canyon will be attended by development of 
large-scale industry in easiern Oregon or southern Idaho, or within any par- 
ticular county or city of that aren. With current emphasis on strategic decen- 
tralization of industry and with the availability of large blocks of power, how- 
ever, there is a real prospect for such development. The recent establishment 
of an aluminum industry in western Montana near the Hungry Horse project, 
still under construction, provides a good example. In short, the opportunity for 
large-scale industrial development, which does not now exist, would be created 
and nourished by the Hells Canyon project. 

What such development can mean is exemplified in the development in the 
area near Spokane, Wash. A large rolling mill, a large aluminum reduction 
plant, and a magnesium plant were built there during World War IL. In 1947, 
these plants accounted for 8 percent of the assessed valuation in Spokane County. 
They were the largest taxpayers in the county, and although Spokane is one of 
the large railroad centers in the Pacific Northwest, the valuation of these plants 
exceeds that of the six railroads serving the county. 

A million kilowatts of power from Hells Canyon and benefiting plants sold 
to a variety of electro-process industries in the same proportion as the present 
supply from the Columbia River system as used by industrial customers, would 
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yield local taxes amounting to about $1,500,000 a year and Federal income taxes 
of $18,000,000 annually. 

In addition to the above taxes, there would be both local and Federal taxes 
on the alumina and other raw materials used in these plants and the products 
produced from the ingots. The workers employed in such reduction plants 
would pay about $2,700,000 a year in Federal income taxes and about $1,000,000 
in local property taxes on the homes in which they would live. 

The question has been raised as to the advisability of constructing a dam some 
60 miles downstream from Hells Canyon Dam so that the reach of the river above 
that dam site would be open for development by private capital. Such a pro- 
posal would have merit, however, only if it could be concluded beyond question 
that there would result as complete a development of the resources involved. 
Let us look at this matter objectively. 

There are three dam sites in the vicinity of the lower part of the Snake River 
area. The Nez Perce site, with a potential usable storage capacity of 4,800,000 
acre-feet, is on the Snake River downstream from the mouth of the Salmon 
River, and, valuable as it would be as a dam site, it would, nevertheless, block off 
the important salmon spawning areas om the Salmon River. Its construction 
is not contemplated unless and until some satisfactory solution of the salmon 
tisheries’ problem can be developed. 

The middle one of the three dam sites, called Mountain Sheep, with a potential 
usable storage capacity of 2,780,000 acre-feet is located on the Snake River just 
upstream from the mouth of the Salmon River, and downstream from the Hells 
Canyon site. A dam at that location would be substantially smaller than one 
that could be located at the Hells Canyon site. “Further, if the Mountain Sheep 
dam were built, it would destroy the economic justification of the larger Nez 
Perce site, for it would, in effect, cut off and use the upstream half of the same 
reservoir area, letting the lower half go to waste. Also, a dam at this site would 
adversely affect the salmon runs by blocking off the Imnaha River, a tributary 
which enters the Snake downstream from the Hells Canyon site, but upstream 
from the Mountain Sheep site. 

The Hells Canyon site, with a potential usable storage capacity at 3.880.000 
acre-feet, is the upstream one of the three, being strategically located in the can- 
yon near its upper end where it can store and release water to pass not only 
through its own power plant, but also through the plants at all of the dams down- 
stream. Its physical characteristics plus its location make it one of the greatest 
remaining dam sites in the entire United States. 

All three of these sites have been given very careful examination by engineers 
who have built the world’s largest, as well as many of the world’s smallest dams. 

In summary, the best and only way to accomplish full development of the 
power resource of the Snake River would require the combined outputs of major 
dams at the Nez Perce and Hells Canyon sites, but, as I have said, this is imprac- 
ticable at this time, because of the adverse effects which a dam located at the 
Nez Perce site would have upon the salmon industry. 

Of these three sites, therefore, the Hells Canyon definitely, and Mountain 
Sheep possibly, are the only sites which may be considered to be available for 
use in the immediate future. They cannot, however, be considered as inter- 
changeable alternates. Hells Canyon is needed in any event, and it will ulti- 
mately need to be sapplemented by either Mountain Sheep or Nez Perce. 

It has been proposed by some that a medium-sized dam be constructed now 
at the Mountain Sheep site, together with one or more of the five small run- 
of-the-river plants which might be constructed in the Hells Canyon Reservoir 
area. Physically this would be possible, but it would be a great waste, an irre- 
coverable waste of a valuable natural resource. I think it would be a tragic 
economic mistake. 

Even if all five of the run-of-the-river plants were constructed in lieu of Hells 
Canyon—and I point out that application has been made by a private utility 
for license to construct only one of those five small dams, the one at the Oxbow 
site—and if in addition the Mountain Sheep Dam were also constructed, the 
combined prime power would be at least half a million kilowatts less than the 
prime power made possible by developing both the Hells Canyon and Mountain 
Sheep sites. That is the measure of the effect of such a decision upon power. 
Such an unwise decision would also adversely affect the flood control and navi- 
gation plans, because the 2,780,000 acre-feet of usable storage capacity at the 
Mountain Sheep site would be inadequate for those purposes. 





HELLS CANYON DAM 845 


Mr. President, I repeat, a dam site such as Hells Canyon is a very valuable 
and an altogether too rare natural resource to be wasted. It must not be 
wasted. 

Even if it were economically possible to find adequate storage elsewhere in 
the basin than at these sites, and if it were thus possible to obviate the uti- 
mate need for developing both Hells Canyon and Mountain Sheep, the impor- 
tant thing is, and this must be recognized and not forgotten, that the de- 
velopment by private utilities of run-of-the-river plants in the Hells Canyon 
Reservoir area would result in a loss to the region and to the Nation forever. 

Low dams should not be built in that area. They wouid merely occupy the site 
and forestall really competent development. For example, if the Oxbow license 
were granted and that small plant were to be built, it would stop construction 
of the really valuable Hells Canyon Dam, and what would we get? Less than 10 
percent as much power, and no flood control and no navigation benefits. 

I shall repeat that, Mr. President, because we come to one of the vital points 
in the argument of the case which people at the grass roots must never forget 
and which we must drive home to them because it raises the question whether 
the waters of the rivers of the Pacific Northwest, owned by the people and not 
by any private utility, are to be used in a manner which will redound to the 
maximum benefit of the people, or are to be turned over by license to a private 
utility primarily for its profit benefit, and in a manner which will deny to the 
people the maximum development of the use of the waters of those rivers for 
the benefit of future generations of Americans. 

The junior Senator from Oregon proposes to carry that issue to every cross- 
roads of the area as this problem is developed, because we must have settled 
now, once and for all, the question whether we are going to turn over these 
Waters to a private utility for purposes of its profit exploitation, or are going to 
keep faith with that great principle of Lincoln's, to which I called attention 
earlier in my speech, namely, of having the Government do for all the people that 
which needs to be done to promote their welfare and which they cannot do for 
themselves, or which they cannot so well do for themselves. 

That is an important issue, Mr. President, which the junior Senator from 
Oregon does not propose to lose sight of in connection with the question 
whether Hells Canyon Dam should be built. So 1 repeat a sentence from my 
prepared remarks. 

Even if it were economically possible to find adequate storage elsewhere in 
the basin than at these sites, and if it were thus possible to obviate the ulti- 
mate need for developing both Hells Canyon and Mountain Sheep, the important 
thing is, and this must be recognized and not forgotten, that the development 
by private utilities of run-of-the-river plants in the Hells Canyon Reservoir area 
would result in a loss to the region, and to the Nation, forever. 

Low dams, I repeat should not be built in that area. They would merely 
eccupy the site and forestall really competent development. For example, if 
the Oxbow license were granted and that small plant were to be built, it would 
stop construction of the really valuable Hells Canyon Dam, and what would we 
get? Less than 10 percent as much power, and no flood control and no naviga 
tion benefits. 

What would we get even if all five run-of-the-river plants were built? IT may 
say that no one has applied for a license to build them: there has only been talk 
and the holding out of what some people think is economic bait of the possi 
bility of some day building them. But if they were built we would get less 
than half the prime power which would be obtained from the Hells Canyon Dam, 
with no real flood control] or navigation benefits. 

Here, as elsewhere, waste would beget waste, for if the Hells Canyon Reservoir 
area is consumed by the small run-of-the-river plants, that course of action would 
force us into the additional economic waste of having to look elsewhere for and 
develop storage at higher costs than is the cause at the Hells Canyon Dam site. 

It follows from this analysis that no plan for the development of the reach of 
the river above Hells Canyon Dam site by run-of-the-river plants, whether pub- 
licly or privately financed, shonld be permitted. There is no alternate for Hells 
canyon. To simplify the question, all we need to do is compare the use of the 
Hells Canyon Reservoir area under the three conditions in a table I have 
compiled. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the Record at this 
point, as a part of my remarks, and without reading it, a table which I shave 


prepared. 
(There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed in the Record, 


as follows:) 


eer 
Incremental Flood- 


| prim e power monroe Nav iga- Usable 
| added to | Me oe tion storage 
| system | renefits | benefits 
| 

Kilowatts | 
Oxbow alone (this is the only run-of-the-river plant for 105,000 | None None | None 

which application has been made). | 
All 5 run-of-the-river plants, if ever built 530, 000 do , do { None 


1,124,000 | Yes. | Yes.......| ' 3,880,000 


' 


Hells Canyon ; ; ite 


1 Acre-feet, 


Mr. Morse. Mr. President, no one who has the best interests of the Nation and 
the region at heart would propose the lesser and inadequate use of this famous 
canyon reservoir area. On the face of it, it is clearly evident that the proposal 
is only a diversionary tactic, and I have little patience with proposals that waste 
our precious natural resources. On the contrary, | do have complete confidence 
in the wisdom of the Congress in deciding such matters, for this is an old prob- 
lem to the Congress. When Hoover Dam was built, many suggestions were made 
for a stmaller dam. The same thing happened with regard to Grand Coulee. 
It is 2 godsend and a tribute to the Congress, that in each case it voted in favor 
of the larger and more adequate plans. The contributions of those two dams to 
the last war effort, and to the sustaining and expanding civilian economy, are 
immensucable. I have every reason to feel assured that the Congress will again. 
in this case, demonstrate its wisdom by full support of the best development- 
Hells Canyon. 

Such is the case for Hells Canyon Dam—America’s next monolithic giant, 
symbol of sound conservation. 

It will not surprise me if some Members of Congress, who do not understand 
the underlying facts, will say that the authorization of this new dam will be 
another step on the road that leads to “creeping socialism.” As one who is a 
firm believer in our capitalistic economy and the free enterprise system, I deny 
the validity of any such characterization. 

In our Pacific Northwest, where we have seen Grand Coulee and Bonneville 
Dams create an aluminum empire from which we now obtain nearly half of our 
output of this vital metal; where we know that the hydroelectric output made 
possible the atomic bomb; where millions of dollars have been invested by pri- 
vate enterprise in primary and secondary industry dependent on blocks of low- 
cost energy: where the population of the two States has grown by 38 percent 
during the past decade; where people are prosperous and cities and towns are 
thriving: where farmers are finding enlarged markets for their products among 
the new workers and businessmen, and where farmers will be able to mechanize 
and light their farms the same us in the Bust: and where new school buildings, 
new hotels, service stations, and professional effices are being constructed—out 
in the Pacific Northwest where we have seen all this, and where we look ahead 
for years of continued growth based on power development, we Know better than 
to take seriously these who seek to fasten the socialistic label on those of us 
who urge the authorization and prompt construction of the Hells Canyon Dam. 

As I have said before in this speech, the water of those rivers belongs to the 
people and should be developed to provide a broad, sound, economic base for the 
enterprises of a free people. The Pacific Northwest depends on the Federal power 
program «us the foundation for its free-enterprise system. More and more com- 
petitive free enterprise is being born as the result of the power development in 
which every Congress invests the people’s money : and from that investment, more 
tax returns flow back to the Treasury. No freedoms have been lost in Washing- 
ton or Oregon because huge Federal dams have been constructed within their 


borders. There are no more restraints on private initiative in these two 


States than in nearby Idaho, where no large Federal power plants now operate. 
Instead, and in contrast to Idaho, wide new fields for every type of business, 
big and small, have been opened up in Oregon and Washington. It is timely 
that Idaho should have a chance to share with us, from this dam that will 
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abut both of our States, the great benefits that it will contribute to the well- 
being of the region as well as to all the people of the Nation. 

Construction of Hells Canyon Dam is sound Americanism. It is sound consti- 
tutional liberalism in the best Lincoln tradition. It will establish a healthy 
economic climate for private enterprise—the same sort of enterprises as are 
run by businessmen in the States of Maine, New Hampshire, Florida, Texas, 
or in any other State in the Union. Mighty Federal power dams are but giant 
hubs in the center of the wheels of American commerce and enterprise. 

Construction of Hells Canyon Dam is sound Americanism—sound in the sense 
that the Reclamation Act passed at the instigation of Theodore Roosevelt) was 
sound; sound in the sense that the policies of conservation fostered by Gifford 
Pinchot were wise and farseeing: sound in the sense of the words of ex-l’resi- 
dent Hoover, who said that “every drop of water that runs to the sea without 
rendering a commercial return is a public waste’; sound in the sense that Charles 
MeNary, my esteemed predecessor in this body, and Senator Hiram Johnson, 
and dozens of other stalwart Republicans and Democrats alike supported a 
policy of wise utilization of our natural resources that would harbor no waste, 
despite pressures of all kinds from those motivated by short-term selfish interests. 

I call upon members of both parties today to support the authorization of} 
the Hells Canyon Dam as a basic step in strengthening the defenses of our 
country, and as a necessary project to harness one of America’s big rivers so 
that we may prevent the waste of a vital resource through partial utilivation 

This bill is a nonpartisan proposal. Rivers are not Democratic or Republi? 
can. Power responds to the switch of the Republican and the Democrat alike: 
nature does not discriminate on the basis of party, and whether Republican or 
Democrat, the one at the switch may drown in a flood. Development of our 
resour. es is of direct concern to us all. 

In supporting Hells Canyon Dam we will be in step with the thinking of wise 
peoples from all States in the matter of full development of our rivers. No Re 
publican or Democrat in the State of Washington, to my knowledge, utters a 
word against the Grand Coulee Dam. No one there calls Grand Coulee Dam se 
cialistic. I hope that we may have from both sides of this Chamber full resi 
of the doctrine, widely accepted in the West and particularly in the Nortlhw ‘ 
that construction of large dams for multiple-purpose use of our rivers is th 
business of the United States. In my view, such a policy is sound business for 
the United States. 

We cannot and must not tolerate mutilation of our rivers. There is no quarre! 
with the broad and sound generalization that private enterprise should be -ree to 
do all jobs that it can do as well or better. Dut this generalizition should not 
become the basis for giving clearance to plans for either public or private (nan 


ing of developments that would preclude the fullest cconomic use by all the poe 
ple. This is most germane to a discussion of Hells Canyon, because certain 
interests that have failed to see and to understand that they, as well as the rest 
«f us, would be better off with full use of this valuabte site have heaned novel 


ibuse on the many who perceive the wisdom and the unteld benefits which 
would come from this project. False charges are being hurled by certain in 
terests that the bill will rob Idaho farmers of their water rights, and tha 
Hels Canyon project will prevent future irrigation development in upstream 
areas by appropriating all the water. Efforts to mislead the people are being 
made by saying that Hells Canyon is CVA in disguise. 

Let me digress to say that, as an opponent of CVA on the record and as one of 
the few Members of this body who has made a major argument on the floor of the 
Senate against CVA, I deny that charge that the building of Hells Canvon Dam 
has any cause-to-effect relationship whatsoever with the CVA issue. T shall con 
tinve to support the Hells Canyon Dam, and T shall continue to oppose CVA, 
which is but a matter of procedure for the administration of the power develop 
ment of the Pacific Northwest. 

Those who are unfairly, in my opinion, criticizing the advocates of Hells 
Canyon Dam argue that it offers no flood control, that it would wipe out vast 
mining properties, and that Idaho would be deprived of power to meet its growing 
demands. I do not think anyone can hide behind these accusations when all the 
facts are presented at the committee hearings 

In closing, I am proud to introduce this bill. I am proud to have the opportu- 
nity to share with the cosponsors of the bill the honor of having a part in the 
initiation of this essential project. We invite the most searching examination 
of the merits of this project and solieit support from those who on further study 
become convinced of its worth. We feel confident that the full development of 








S48 HELLS CANYON DAM 


this resource—Hells Canyon—the Snake River project—will add new strength, 
industry, and opportunity to our Nation. 

Mr. KNOWLAND obtained the floor. 

Mr. Murray. Mr. President, will the Senator from California yield to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am glad to yield to the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. Murray. Mr. President, I am in full accord with the views expressed by 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] with reference to the develop- 
ment of the Hells Canyon Dam site. 

Development of the Hells Canyon Dam site on the Snake River as a part of 
the integrated Columbia River Basin system is such an obvious and natural pro- 
cedure that Iam astonished at the opposition which has been expressed to it. 

That opposition obviously is generated by representatives of the private power 
lobby who cannot see anything good in any project which they do not develop 
or control themselves and yet refuse to act until the lights dim and a shortage 
of kilowatts develops. 

Every major public power development the Federal Government has ever pro- 
posed has been denounced by the private power lobby with dolorous comments 
about wasting the taxpayers’ money and creating a surplus of kilowatts. Yet 
when the water started to pour through the turbines and the kilowatts went on 
the line, the private power companies are first in line attempting to grab all the 
power for their own exclusive and profitable resale. 

We ran into the same kind of opposition in seeking authorization for the con- 
struction of Hungry Horse Dam on the South Fork of the Flathead River. This 
is another important upstream storage dam, similar to Hells Canyon. It is now 
under construction and the first power will be generated there this fall. At the 
same time, the water which is being stored there this spring will be released 
downstream to help turn the generators at Grand Coulee, Rock Island, and 
Bonneville Dams and all the rest of them as they are completed. 

At the same time, the Bonneville Power Administration transmission lines 
will interconnect Hungry Horse with the other great dams and thus increase 
the efficiency of each by an interchange of power. I am not afraid of Montana 
losing any power by this interconnection. If anything, we stand to gain because 
of the added power which will be available all over the system as a result of 
this integration. 

Iam here endorsing Hells Canyon Dam today because, in addition to knowing 
that it is an entirely feasible project in its own right, it is much more of one when 
made a part of the Columbia River Basin system through an interconnection with 
the Bonneville Power Administration network. I am interested in strengthening 
that system and building it up as much as possible because every new plant that 
goes on the line will benefit Montana just that much. 

The private-power lobby has confused the issue by arousing in Idaho the 
specter of losing their birthright of power from the river to downstream interests. 
That is a red herring if ever IT saw one or smelled one. Let me turn again to our 
experiences with Hungry Horse. 

We had no assurance that the power from this project would be used in Montana 
other than an explanation that a tie line with the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion transmission grid would serve western Montana. Yet today we have an alu- 
minum plant going up in the State to utilize this new source of power and thus a 
new industry has been prought within our borders as a result of the construction 
of Hungry Horse Dam. 

This pending legislation gives Idaho a positive assurance that 300,000 kilowatts 
of the prime power from Hells Canyon Dam will be available for use within the 
State. It is my firm conviction, again based on our own experience in Montana, 
that the State of Idaho will be able to receive even more than this if and when 
there is a demand for it. 

Byt let me caution the people of Idaho that there will be no such demand, there 
will be no such industrial growth there if they wait for the private power utility 
to create it. The private investors in power utilities always insist on waiting for 
a demand before they create a supply. On the other hand, our foresighted public- 
power policy has demonstrated again and again that an additional supply of 
kilowatts almost automatically creates a demand. That was the experience of 
Hoover Dam, at Shasta, Grand Coulee, and at Hungry Horse, and it will be the 
same at Hells Canyon, 

There is another important factor which should be brought before the attention 
of this committee, and that is that the Hells Canyon project is not an entirely 
new proposal, It has always been considered as a part of the Columbia Basin 
comprehensive plan, and as such was approved by a Senate committee in a 
hearing 2 years ago. 
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Unfortunately, a jurisdictional argument arose in the Senate and because Hells 
Canyon Dam was proposed for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation, it was 
eliminated from the bill which authorized the entire downstream Columbia Basin 
system for development by the Army Corps of Engineers. The upstream develop- 
ment should not be penalized by such maneuvers. 

If Hells Canyon Dam had been authorized at that time, it would be under way 
now und power would be available in another 5 years or so. Since that time the 
Army Corps of Engineers has initiated construction on Chief Joseph and the 
Dalles Dams and McNary Dam is also progressing rapidly under their direction. 
All are major construction works on the main stem of the Columbia River down- 
stream from Grand Coulee. Two of them, McNary and The Dalles, will both be 
directly and beneficially affected by the construction of Hells Canyon Dam because 
of the controlled river flow. 

Mr. President, I submit that it is utterly absurd to proceed with the con- 
struction of these downstream dams and power plants unless the upstream stor- 
age space is provided for their efficient operation as contemplated in the Co- 
lumbia Basin comprehensive plan, as explained by the Senator from Oregon. 
The minimum upstream storage to meet immediate needs for flood control and 
power in connection with the main control plan is estimated at 27,000,000 acre- 
feet. About 6,000,000 acre-feet of this storage must be taken care of in projects 
not yet authorized. Hells Canyon would take care of more than half of this de- 
ficiency in its 3,880,000 acre-feet of usable storage capacity. 

Thus one can see how important Hells Canyon Dam is to the over-all program 
of river development. The Federal investment in construction of this facility 
will bring multiple returns not only from the dam itself but from its integration 
into a system of multiple-purpose works. The Federal Government is already 
fully committed to this over-all program and the early returns from Grand 
Coulee and Bonneville Dams have already demonstrated the wisdom of that 
investment. 

Mr. MaGnvuson. Mr. President, will the Senator from California yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. Maanvson. Mr. President, I desired to say much more than time now 
will permit me to say. I am glad the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morse] has 
invited the attention of the Senate to the subject. As a cosponsor of the bill I 
want to compliment him on his very fine presentation, and, of course, I join him 
in what he has had to say. 

I wish to point out that I was pleased to hear him invite the attention of the 
Senate to what he calls false economy in our bookkeeping insofar as appropria- 
tions for developments are concerned. I am sure that, like all of us who are 
familiar with the problem, he realizes that all the projects which were criticized, 
beginning with the Grand Coulee Dam, as being white elephants and involving 
waste, have not only paid back all interest due but that they are far ahead of 
their repayment schedules. I have no doubt that the Snake River project will 
be in the same position. 

Mr. WeLKer. Mr. President, will the Senator from California vield? 

Mr. KNowtanp. I vield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. Wevker. Mr. President, in my capacity as acting minority leader, I have 
purposely not interrogated the junior Senator from Oregon {[Mr. Morse]! with 
respect to his discourse on Hells Canyon Dam. I wish the Senate to be advised, 
however, that my silence on the subject does not mean that I acquiesce in the 
statements made by the junior Senator from Oregon, who seems to have the 
able assistance of the Senator from Montana [Mr. Murray] and the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Magnuson]. I shall be heard at a later time, after 
hearings have been completed, and in the process of the hearings I shall ask 
the junior Senator from Oregon many pertinent questions. I hope he will be 
ready to answer for the benefit of the people I, in part, represent, many ques- 
tions to which they demand answers. I am interested to note that these Sen- 
ators take such an interest in the economy of the people and the State of Idaho. 
1 want them to know that I share their interest in my people. Iam very prond 
of the people I represent and I am sure they are wondering why these Senators 
are so concerned about a matter which is 100 percent an affair of Idaho. 

There are a great many questions to be asked on the subject of Hells Can- 
yon, which is probably the No. 1 issue concerning the people of Idaho at this 
moment. I shall say to the Senate at this time, however, that I am not cer- 
tain that the question of the Columbia Valley Authority bas been completely 
forgotten, notwithstanding what the junior Senator from Oregon has said. T 
remember a statement made in Oregon not many months ago by the Secretary 
of the Interior, Mr. Chapman, to the effect that the CVA has not been for- 
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gotten and would be an issue. I will want to know if Mr. Chapman, Secre- 
tary of the Interior, and CVA are not still lurking behind this bill. 

I wish to advise the junior Senator from Oregon that I shall insist on a full 
and complete disclosure from him of what he knows about the statement made 
by the Secretary of Interior that CVA would still be an issue in the Northwest 
before I approve of the bill he has so wholeheartedly endorsed this after- 
noon. Therefore, let not Senators even consider this bill until all the hearings 
have been had and all the evidence has been adduced. I assure the Senate 
that the people of Idaho will be heard. Have no fear, Idaho will ask questions 
and demand that satisfactory answers be made. 

Mr. President, I am sure my distinguished colleague the Senator from Idaho 
|Mr. Dworshak] and I will ask many pertinent questions about this matter in 
the days and weeks ahead. 

While in this great body I want only to do the best I can. I desire no Senator 
to feel that I think I know all of the answers, but let me remind my colleagues 
that I represent a great State and a great people who are just as well off, as 
happy, as intelligent, and as vigorous as are the people of Oregon, Washing- 
ton, Montana, or any other State where Senators have sponsored this bill, even 
though Hells Canyon is in Idaho and Oregon. My people are great Americans 
who established their State upon the American concept of vigorous free enter- 
prise and thrift; and unless this bill meets those exacting standards, practiced 
by my people, the Senator from Oregon will be called upon by me to answer 
many, many questions. 

Mr. Dworsuak. Mr. President—— 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I yield to my colleague, the Senator from 
Idaho. 

Mr. Dworsuak. Mr. President, I have listened with a great deal of interest 
to the 35-hour speech delivered by my colleague the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse}. 

First of all, I compliment him upon the thoroughness of his presentation. 
However, I must point out that some inaccuracies crept into his comments, and 
undoubtedly those inaccuracies were inspired by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

I should also like to point out that while I can agree wholeheartedly with 
my colleague’s contention that a proposed development of this magnitude is of 
profound interest not only to the people of the State of Idaho—which will furnish 
most of the water for that storage project—but likewise to the people of the 
United States as a whole, I question whether it is necessary at this particular 
time to insist upon the consideration and the initiation of construction of the 
project. 

Mr. President, it is unfortunate that too much propaganda has been dissemi- 
nated both by those who oppose this project and by those who support it. I am 
sure that at the proper time hearings will be held on this project to develop all 
the facts. At that time ample opportunity will be afforded to both sides to 
participate and to determine not only what is best for the State of Idaho and 
the State of Oregon, which are directly interested in this project, but also what 
is best for our national preparedness and for the security and welfare of the 
United States. 

Mr. President, let me say in full sincerity that so far as I am concerned, I 
shall be glad to await the hearings, which already are scheduled for late this 
month by a subcommittee of one of the committees of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and subsequently by a committee or a subcommittee of this body. 
At that time I think opportunity will be afforded to determine just what is best 
in connection with this project, and in the meantime there is little justification 
for either the proponents or opponents to become intolerant of those with whom 
they may disagree. 

Mr. President, let me also point out that I do not think it is entirely in order 
for my colleague from Oregon, or my colleagnes from Montana or Washington, 
to lecture the Senators from Idaho in regard to what course should be followed 
by the representatives of our State in the House of Representatives and in this 
hody. So far as T am concerned, I reserve the constitutional right to reflect 
the thinking of the people of my State and thns T resent any encroachments or 
any lecturing or any inferences by other Senators in appraising our views on the 
Hells Canyon project. 

Mr. Morse. Mr. President, will the Senator from California yield to me? 

Mr. Knowranp. I vield briefly, but I wish to proceed with discussion of the 
unfinished business, the submerged lands joint resolution. 

Mr. Morse. TI wish to assure my good friend, the Senator from Idaho, Mr. 
Dworshak, that I have no motivation to lecture him in any way about this 
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matter. He is perfectly free to follow any course of action he wants to follow 
in the Senate. I wish to say, in all good humor, however, that I do not know of 
a better lecturer in the Senate than the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. LenMman. Mr. President, will the Senator trom California yield briefly 
to me? 

Mr. KNowLaNp. I wish to proceed with the discussion of the proposed tide- 
lands legislation, which is the unfinished business. However, if the Senator 
from New York has a briei Comment to make at this time, I am willing to yield 
to him. 

Mr. Len Man. My comment will be very brief. 

Mr. KNowWLAND. Very well: I vield. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, in the’ first place I wish to congratulate my 
distinguished colleague, the Senator from Oregon, Mr. Morse, for his very clear 
presentation of this project. 

Even though this proposed development is a long way removed from my 
State, I am very bappy indeed to be a cosponsor of the proposed legislation, 
because I believe that the development of this power will be of great benetit to 
the entire country. 

I feel about the development of this power the same as I feel regarding the 
development o. power on the Niagara River and on the St. Lawrence Liver. 
Here we have great potential power going to waste. We are not making any 
attempt to harness it. We are not making any attempt to give the people 
of the area effected and the people of the Nation as a whole the benefit of 
low-cost power which will be available in great quantities if the project is 
developed and operated in the public interest. 

Mr. resident, Canada understands the situation. Canada is going ahead 
with the development of the power of the Niagara River and of the St. Law- 
rence River. However, we stand idly by and allow that power to run to waste. 
The same thing holds true of the power project in Hells Canyon. 

I very much hope the Senate will approve and authorize the project, in the 
interest not only of Oregon and Idaho, but also of the entire Nation. 





No. 2—HELits CANYON DAM VITAL TO INTEREST OF FARMERS, BUSINESSMEN, AND 
ALL CONSUMERS 


(Speech in the Senate of the United States June 13, 1952) 
SNAKE RIVER PROJECT 


It has been more than 2 months since I appeared before the Senate in support 
of the authorization of the Snake River project. The project embraces Hells 
Canyon Dam and Scriver Creek power plants, with great benefits in irrigation, 
power production, flood control, navigation, and recreation. Naive as the thought 
may be, I had hoped that the hearing before a subcommittee of the House Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee would wipe away the smog of confusion that has 
attended public consideration of the vital issue of assuring for the Northwest 
full development of the land and water resources of its rivers. I had the belief 
that before a group representing the House of Representatives and the Congress 
there would be a halt to the bombardment of innuendos, half-truths, generaliza- 
tions, engineering legerdemain, and other mental gymnastics intended to over- 
come increasing public support which comes with understanding of this great 
project. The leadership of the opposition to Hells Canyon Dam surely wouldn't 
attempt, I thought, to bewilder and mislead the Congress in the manner that they 
had attempted to bewilder and mislead the people of Idaho and Oregon. 

But apparently I did not reckon with the ingenuity, the persistence, the energy, 
and yes, with the financial strength which the Idaho Power Co. would throw 
into its efforts to delay Hells Canyon. Nor did I reckon with the ease with 
which some people could be misled by the company’s tissue of misrepresentations. 
The falsifications, the threats, the dire forebodings, and the carefully manipulated 
statistics which have frightened some of the good people along the irrigation 
ditches into a state of anxiety that has not been rivaled since the Indians swept 
down out of the hills in wild attacks on white settlers, were repeated—and with 
added emphasis—before the committee of the House of Representatives that is 
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trying to decide which of the rival plans for development of the Snake River 
would be in the best interests of the people. 

Knowing full well that the only way the Hells Canyon project can be defeated 
is by a campaign of falsification and confusion that will obscure the truth, the 
private power interests have now extended their efforts in this direction, and, 
leaving no stone unturned in an irresponsible propaganda campaign, they have 
elected to attempt to sway public opinion throughout the entire Nation on the 
Hells Canyon issue. The initial step in this attempt was sponsorship of a full- 
page advertisement in the April 12 issue of Editor and Publisher, the trade publi- 
cation of the fourth estate. This advertisement, characterized by misrepresenta- 
tions, half-truths, and outright distortions, appearing as it did during the recess 
of the Hells Canyon project hearings, can only be regarded as a blatant attempt 
by the private power lobby to influence the free press of the Nation concerning 
this vital project. 

The identical advertisement has appeared subsequently in magazines having 
wide national mass circulation, such as the Saturday Evening Post, Look, Col- 
lier’s, and the American Magazine. From the known advertising rates charged 
by these magazines, it is obvious that this effort is a well-financed and carefully 
planned one, on a national seale, to further the artfully concealed objective of 
usurping a valuable public resource for the benefit of a private utility. 

It is heartening to find evidence that this vicious campaign has backfired. On 
May 38, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, in an editorial entitled “A Fight Against 
Power” gives the lie to the Idaho Power Co.’s claim of free enterprise, and truly 
labels the fight over the Hells Canyon project as a struggle to determine whether 
the minimum or maximum use shall be made of our water resources. It #s the 
kind of accurate observation and regard for the public welfare that has made the 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch one of the country’s most respected newspapers and so 
deserving of the Pulitzer prize which recently was awarded to it for community 
service and journalistic enterprise. 

That it was necessary for the House committee, in order to understand the 
real pros and cons of the issue, to continue the hearings to a later date beyond 
the original schedule, is not surprising. Those making the case against the Hells 
Canyon project found their own witnesses advocating absolutely contradictory 
proposals, which meant that if the committee believed one, it could not believe 
the others. 

On the one hand, the opponents foresaw a tremendous expansion in irrigation. 
On the other, they sought to kill the Hells Canyon Dam, that would provide the 
financial aid that alone can make full-scale expansion of Idaho irrigation finan- 
cially feasible. The opponents of the Hells Canyon project know, but of course 
they would not destroy their case by admitting such a truth, that the high cost 
of bringing water to the land is beyond the repayment ability of the water users. 
Again showing the inconsistency of the opposition presentation, I point out that 
while one or more of the opposition witnesses were declaring that all the water 
of the Snake would be used for irrigation, thus depriving Hells Canyon Dam of a 
water supply, others were recommending the construction by the Idaho Power 
Co. of five low dams which would require, to a much greater degree than the 
Hells Canyon project would, continuity of the natural flows of the Snake River 
during the irrigation season, in order to keep their generators running. In an- 
other instance, the Hells Canyon project was painted as a major obstacle to the 
migratory fish run—which, incidentally, simply is not true—while another person 
did all but recommend the high Nez Perce Dam, on the Snake River, below the 
Salmon River, which would blockade that principal spawning grounds of the 
Columbia River salmon. 

The House committee saw the spectacle of present and past officials of the 
Icaho Reclamation Association expressing great concern that the Bureau of 
Reclamation might place irrigation in jeopardy because power production down- 
stream would, they said, rob farmers of their water rights. Yet these were 
the same men who, when energetically supporting this same committee in 
authorizing the Palisades Dam, experienced no fears that the Bureau of Recla- 
mation could operate the Palisades power plant to the detriment of irrigation. 
But, of course, the Idaho Power Co. did not oppose the Palisades Dam. So here 
were Reclamation Association officials of Idaho, who regard the Bureau of 
Reclamation as great friends and veritable angels in a case where the Idaho 
Power Co. did not object to Federal power, but who regard the Bureau of 
Reclamation as enemies and devils in another case where the Idaho Power 
Co. objects to Federal power. 
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The committee saw one witness, Mr. Holland Houston, an en:ineer of only 
limited familiarity with Columbia River Basin development, atiempt to tear 
apart the comprehensive engineering plan for the full development of the Co- 
lumbia River Basin, as prepared by engineers of the Department of the Army 
and the Department of the Interior. Persuasive as this man was through his 
personal charm, the committee heard him make one after another of the most 
bungling errors when he challenged the facts presented by the engineers of the 
two Federal agencies who have first-hand knowledge of the subject. In fact, 
so many of this man’s statements were irrelevant and misleading that the 
House committee has now issued in a committee print a statement, prepared 
at its request, exposing the fallacy of Mr. Houston’s remarks. 

So much contradictory misinformation was spread on the record by the power 
company stooges that it takes real digging, even for a person familiar with all 
aspects of the project, to make heads or tails of it. This is exactly what the 
power company was trying to do. That is why I am glad that the House com- 
mittee has issued its new committee print, for it also shows in simple terms 
what the real facts are. To a Member of Congress not acquainted with the 
region and the issues, the power company tactics were designed to make it 
impossible for him to establish a firm footing on which to base his judgment. 
To clarify for the Senate the issues and testimony presented TL wish to take 
apart the elements of the case as presented to the House Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee, and explain to the Senate the true worth of the proposed 
project, at the same time revealing the devious methods and strategy employed 
by those who, behind all of the smog and smokescreen they are spreading, seek 
to gain control of the Snake River for their own selfish ends, while all the time 
shouting that the other fellow, namely, the Federal Government, is the culprit 
who is about to perpetrate the crime. I shall show these things in a simple, 
forthright manner by demonstrating in practical terms: 

That the attack on the constitutionality of the project is groundless. 

That the attack on the adequacy of water supply for the Hells Canyon Dam 
is false, and that it disclosed its own fraudulent character by failing to make 
a Similar attack on the availability of water for the five low dams proposed by 
the Idaho Power Co. 

I shall show that if Idaho is to have any substantial amounts of new irri- 
gated land in the future, it can be only through financial aids to irrigation, such 
as would be contributed by Hells Canyon Dam. 

I shall show that the attack on the bill as endangering future water rights 
is groundless, and that the fraudulent nature of the attack is revealed by the 
failure to challenge the Idaho Power Co.'s power projects that would depend, 
to a much greater extent than would the Hells Canyon Dam, upon continuation 
of flow during the irrigation season. 

I shall show that the benefits to flood control, and from low-cost power from 
the Hells Canyon Dam, are genuine, and that the criticisms of these benefits are 
erroneous and are designed to mislead. The fraudulent nature of those criticisms 
is shown by the failure of the critics to question or even to volunteer the amount 
of power and the cost and price of power from the dams proposed by the Idaho 
Power Co. In particular, I shall point out how the critics ignore the tremen- 
dous benefits to western agriculture that will come from fertilizer developments 
based on Hells Canyon power—fertilizer developments that are presently blocked 
by the private utilities in the area. 

I shall show that Federal dams proposed by the critics as alternatives in 
place of Hells Canyon Dam are not alternatives at all; they are simply poorer 
ways of using and usurping a resource that belongs to the Nation. In fact, one 
of the suggested alternatives was a dam on an entirely different river. 

I shall show that the so-called engineering expert, Mr. Holland Houston, 
who was loaned by the Governor of Washington to the Governor of Idaho to 
testify against the Hells Canyon Dam, made so many fundamental mistakes 
that he either disqualified himself as an engineer, or else practiced unprofession- 
ally for an ulterior purpose. 

In summary, I shall show that the conflict over the Hells Canyon Dam rep- 
resents the clash of well organized and well financed, self-seeking private 
interest against the public interest in obtaining maximum benefits. The Con- 
gress cannot yield to private interest under these circumstances. 

As a necessary foreword to my remarks, it should be clearly understood 
that the Idaho Power Co. has pending before the Federal Power Commission an 
application to build a dam ealled Oxbow, in the same reservoir area as the pro- 
posed Federal dam in Hells Canyon. The power company contends that it 
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also will build four other dams in the same area. A choice has to be made 
between the implementation of the comprehensive plan by means of the Hells 
Canyon Dam, with its great benefits, and implementation of the plan for the 
private dams, with their smaller benefits. 

Mr. President, before I place in the Record certain material I have in mind 
in regard to the many misrepresentations which are contained in the state- 
ments and propaganda submitted to the House committee in the hearings re- 
cently held by the proponents of the Idaho Power Co., I wish to make a few 
comments in regard to the testimony of a citizen of the State of Oregon who 
testified before the House committee, a lawyer from Baker, Oreg., by the name 
of Blaine Hallock, who, in his testimony before the House committee, claimed 
to be the representative at the hearing of the Baker Chamber of Commerce, 
along with other organizations. It is interesting to note, Mr. President, that 
upon the return of Mr. Hallock to Baker, Oreg., his alleged representation of the 
Baker Chamber of Commerce was repudiated. It was denied that he ever had 
the right, the authority, the authorization, or the prerogative to appear before 
a congressional committee and represent himself to be the official representative 
of the Baker Chamber of Commerce, in opposition to the Hells Canyon Dam proj- 
ect. In fact, I am informed that the controversy within the Baker Chamber of 
Commerce, which Mr. Blaine Hallock’s representation before the House com- 
mittee caused, has resulted in such a split within the Baker Chamber of Com- 
merce that certain businessmen have broken away from the Baker Chamber of 
Commerce and have set up a businessmen’s organization of their own, now sepa- 
rate and independent of the Baker Chamber of Commerce. Thus I say, Mr. 
President, referring to Mr. Blaine Hallock’s testimony, that a short time ago 
he submitted a statement to the House Committee on Irrigation and Reclama- 
tion, in which he did two things: First, he raised a question as to my veracity 
as an individual and a Senator; and second, made one of the most unfair at- 
tacks on rural electrification and public power to be made in recent years. 

The challenges offered are ones which cannot be overlooked. I intend to meet 
them point by point, issue by issue, and, by comparing whole truths with half- 
truths, permit the public to be in a position to determine whose is the unseen 
hand which inspired the statement which Mr. Hallock signed. 

Mr. President, in regard to the remarks made by Mr. Hallock before the House 
committee, Which obviously were designed to give the impression that the junior 
Senator from Oregon does not represent the people of Oregon, I refer Mr. Hal- 
lock to the last election. If he thinks the junior Senator from Oregon does not 
represent the people of Oregon, I suggest that Mr, Hallock throw his hat in the 
political ring and submit himself to the people of Oregon for their political 
judgment and appraisal. I suggest that he look at the last election returns and 
take note of the fact that the junior Senator from Oregon received 76 percent 
of the votes cast by the voters of Oregon in that election, and then answer the 
question whether he thinks he was right when he sought to leave with the House 
committee the impression that the junior Senator from Oregon does not repre- 
sent the people of Oregon. I suggest that in looking at the last election returns 
in Oregon he take note of the fact that the junior Senator from Oregon received 
a majority of the vote in each and every one of the counties of the State of 
Oregon. Furthermore, if he still has any question as to whether the junior 
Senator from Oregon represents the people of Oregon, let him once again look 
at the election returns and take note of the fact that the junior Senator from 
Oregon received a majority of the votes in every single precinct of the State, 
save and except five, and in those five precincts—and they were precincts of very 
small population—the combined vote, as I recall, was in the neighborhood of 212 
votes against the Senator from Oregon to 177 for him. 

I am dumbfounded, Mr. President, that a member of the bar of the State of 
Oregon, appearing before a congressional committee, would testify in the first 
place that he appeared there as the official representative of the Baker Chamber of 
Commerce, when that was not the fact; and second, that he would be guilty 
of the snide tactic of attempting to discredit the junior Senator from Oregon 
for his position on the Hells Canyon Dam project by seeking in his testimony 
to give the impression that the junior Senator from Oregon does not represent the 
people of the State of Oregon. The junior Senator from Oregon will always 
be willing to leave that question to the people of the State of Oregon for their 
answer at the ballot boxes in 1956, when he runs again for reelection to the 
United States Senate, God willing. 

Mr. President, speaking in Chicago on March 14 to the representatives of most 
of the 1,000 rural electric cooperatives which serve over 3,500,000 farm fam- 
ilies. I said of the Idaho Power Co.: 
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“They have the unique record of being the only power company in the United 
States to wreck a rural electric cooperative, once the co-op got into operation. 
You can figure out for yourself what treatment any electric co-op can expect 
if the Idaho Power Co. gains control of the waters of the Snake.” 

I did not give the name of the rural electric cooperative involved because I 
could have given not one but several names had I been so inclined. 

It is most interesting, therefore, that someone should have shown evidence of 
a bad conscience—a conscience so stricken that the name of the rural elec- 
tric cooperative, most unfairly handled, somehow came-to Mr. Hallock’s lips 
without prompting. 

This is how Mr. Hallock’s statement reads: 

“Well, the Senator was completely wrong. I know this because it was I who 
handled the transaction. IT was employed by a group of Baker and Malheur 
County farmers whose ranches were served by the co-op. The service, if it may 
he so called, was wretched. The cost was staggering. The plant was falling 
apart. In desperation, this group of farmers contacted the Idaho Power Co. and 
requested it to bail them out if possible. After much negotiation, the power com- 
pany took over the wreck, paid the co-op’s large indebtedness in full, and reim- 
bursed it for every cent it had invested. Needless to say, the co-op grabbed the 
proposition with eager hands. Then the company reconstructed the entire sys- 
tem and it is now extending excellent service at rates considerably lower than 
those previously charged by the co-op. These men are all personally known to me. 
I will be glad to supply their names if requested.” 

Mr. Hallock’s conscience must have been giving him trouble. Even though 
I did not mention the name of the rural electric cooperative, Mr. Hallock had no 
difficulty in identifying the cooperative as the Malheur Cooperative Electric 
Association, of Vale, Oreg. 

And I will say further that the only word of truth in Mr. Hallock’s statement 
is his own confession: “I know this because IT handled the transaction.” 

Mr. Hallock, I say to you from this floor today that was not a transaction you 
handled. That was an economic murder—an economic murder of a small, farmer- 
owned, private enterprise by an unprincipled monopoly, the Idaho Power Co. 

The story of this economic murder—calculated and cruel in the extreme—I 
propose to unfold in documented detail. 

The interesting part about this economic murder is that it took place over a 
10-year period. The progressive cutting away of the strength of the Malheur 
Cooperative Electric Association started about the same time that the coop- 
erative was organized. It continued year in and year out for 10 long years. 

Perhaps only Mr. Hallock could tell us what part he played in the 10-year 
struggle other than to appear on the scene in the final act of the tragedy of a 
farmer-owned private enterprise and perform the legal ceremonials incident to 
the co-op’s final death struggle. 

Is it possible that when Mr. Hallock assumed his macabre role that he did 
not know the 10-year campaign which the Idaho Power Co. had waged against 
Malheur? 

It is a little startling, to say the least, that Mr. Hallock should picture himself 
and the Idaho Power Co. as champions of the farmers in a situation where 
the Malheur co-op, a farmer-owned private enterprise, was being put under the 
knife. 

We might say that, like the storied Mark Antony, Mr. Hallock came there 
to bury the co-op and not to praise it. 

But before I launch into this story, IT think we had better remove a mis- 
impression which might be gained from Mr. Hallock’s statement as to his con- 
nection with the Malheur Electric Cooperative and its membership. One would 
get the impression from what he said that he was the attorney for the farmer- 
owned private enterprise. This is a long way from being the truth. The 
Malheur co-op, during its troubled existence, had only two attorneys of record. 
One of them was Mr. M. A. Biggs, who served until December of 1944. His 
successor, who served up to the date the Idaho Power Co. killed the cooperative, 
was Mr. Charles Swan, whose offices are located in the First National Bank at 
Vale, Oreg. 

One may draw his own conclusion as to who employed Mr. Hallock. It is a 
fact, however, that he did not represent the farmer-owned rural-electrice coopera- 
tive. There is a possibility that he represented instead a small group around 
the town of Bridgeport. These people wanted electricity and they wanted the 
co-op to serve them. The co-op was unable to do so for the simple reason that 
the Idaho Power Co. so cut up the cooperative’s service area with duplicating 
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lines and other obstructions that the co-op was unable to serve the Bridgeport 
area. And it isa matter of record that the impetus for the sale of the cooperative 
came from the Bridgeport area. And the question is, Where did Mr. Hallock fit 
into this movement? 

Yes, Mr. Hallock handled the transaction. 

Now that we have identified the cast of characters in this tragedy, we are able 
to turn our full attention to the detailed story of why the Malheur Cooperative 
Electric Association, a farmer-owned private enterprise, was murdered by the 
big Idaho Power Co.- This is the same company, if you please, which Mr. 
Hallock and those of his persuasion want to have control of the power sources at 
Hells Canyon on the Snake River. 

How did Malheur Cooperative and the Idaho Power Co. compare in size? The 
answer to this question is found in the Federal Power Commission and REA’s 
report for 1949. 

Idaho Power Co. had a plant investment of $85,148,633, after taking into 
account their reserve for depreciation and amortization. The total REA loan 
commitment to Malheur was $630,720. 

Idaho Power Co. had an annual revenue of $12,733,175. Malheur’s revenues 
were $11,891 for the first quarter of 1949, the last figures available. 

Idaho Power served 105,715 customers, Malheur served 621 farmers and other 
rural consumers, all of them owners of their local private enterprise. 

The story of Malheur Cooperative Electric Association is a story which pits 
small private enterprise aguinst a giant monopoly—a monopoly which wears 
two hats. Under one hat, Idaho Power Co.—a monopoly—seeks all the ad- 
vantages of private enterprise, but under the second hat it claims and gets all 
the advantages of a regulated public utility. 

We need to ask first: Why was the Malheur Cooperative Electric Association 
formed? The answer is because the farmers of the area wanted and needed 
electricity, and the Idaho Power Co. was unable or unwilling to serve them. 
The company was not interested in serving the rural areas on the same terms 
and with the same rates which they would make available to the more profitable 
urban and suburban areas. It would appear that the Idaho Power Co. did not 
want the business of the farmers in the area of the Malheur co-op. But when 
the farmers found a source of capital in the Rural Electrification Administra- 
tion and organized their own enterprise to serve their own needs, then and only 
then did the Idaho Power Co. show interest. They did not want the business, 
but they did not want the farmers to serve themselves. 

Hear what some of the farmers in the area had to say about the situation. 

This is a statement by William J. Jacobsen, a farmer near Vale, Oreg. : 

“I came to the valley in 1934. My farm was 2% miles out of town and one-half 
mile from the Idaho Power line, but I couldn't get hooked up. Few of us could, 
But things changed in a hurry when we began to organize. Our line crew would 
set out stakes and the power company would set poles on that side. Once our 
boys knocked off in the evening, leaving a half mile of poles standing loose in 
the holes. Next morning when they came to work they found their poles pushed 
to one side, Idaho Power poles set, line strung and energized right over them.” 

And here is the statement of E. F. McDole, of Ontario, Oreg. He says: 

“We came here in 1933 to get a start in a new country. A power-company 
line was three-eighths of a mile from the farm. Six of us met at Wes Blanton's 
place in 1937 and later attended the county-wide meeting in Boulevard Grange 
Hall, Ontario. The company had been asking a $15 minimum guaranty for 
5 years. After we applied for an REA loan, the company line came out in a 
hurry and they offered service for a $5 minimum and then for a $3.50 minimum. 
This particular line went right on by six farms and hooked up the last one. The 
rest of us said we'd wait for the REA co-op line.” 

Speaking of the same situation, Mr. E. B. Metcalf, of Vale, Oreg., said: 

“Our farm was 10 miles northwest. The company rushed out to beat the REA 
co-op, offering us a $6 minimum, then $3, and then 90 cents. But we said ‘No; 
thanks. We’ll still wait for the REA.’” 

Do not forget, Mr. President, that no such offer ever came from the Idaho 
Power Co. and that no such interest was ever manifested by the Idaho Power 
Co. in serving these farmers until they started to organize under REA. Then 
the Idaho Power Co., determined to crush any competition, proceeded with the 
tactics which the farmers in their testimony bave so clearly described. I say 
their testimony of what the Idaho Power Co. did is a sample of what was 
happening to Malheur right in its earliest stages. Wherever the co-op started 
building a line the power company either duplicated it or rushed a line ahead 
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to serve one or two farms, simply to prevent the farmer-owned private enter- 
prise from being able to develop the revenue which it had a right to expect in 
its system area. 

And there are some interesting photographs too. One is especially revealing 
in showing what Idaho Power did to the Malheur Cooperative. This photo 
shows the long, tortured, sprawling map of the area the co-op was trying to 
serve. It was published with the following caption: 

“This odd-shaped pin-up of township maps on the wall of Malheur Electric 
Co-op in Vale, Oreg., gages the 90-mile spread of its lines. A lop-sided, over- 
extended pattern? Some of the ranchers who came 70 miles to attend the 
meeting did not think so. Except for the REA-financed co-op they might have 
waited a hundred years for power.” 

Another published photograph bears the caption “Pattern.” It says: 

“The old, old story of an REA co-op and its competition. This is the common 
pattern as repeated in Malheur County, Oreg. At this corner, on the fringe of 
Malheur Valley, near where the old Oregon Trail crosses the Malheur River, 
the Idaho Power Co. spite line turns to right and to left. Looking on up the road 
toward Henry Gulch continues the co-op line to reach the Ed Foiles farm. Down 
the road to the right are the three neighbors who spurned Idaho Power service 
after learning that the Foiles would not be served by the company.” 

That is not all. There is a third photograph with the headline “Knows the 
power of neighborliness.”. The caption published with this photograph reads: 

“C. Ed Foiles, shown with his son, Myron, 7, at the entrance of an electrified 
dugout milk shed, believes that his family owes as much to REA and the neigh 
bors as anyone. He got his 160 acres when irrigation came to the White Settle- 
ment area of the Malheur River Valley in 1937. When Idaho Power raced in 
ahead of the co-op, its line came to three neighbors three-quarters of a mile down 
Henry Guich from his place. “Hook up Foiles or jerk your wires off our houses” 
was the ultimatum from the neizhbors, The company hung tough and so did they 
The company refused to take down the wires and even after co-op service was 
installed, two sets of Wires Came into the houses for some months.” 

Those who own stock in the Idaho Power Co. have the right to wonder why 
the company should be so free with their money in such strange and unwarranted 
construction practices. The trustees of Harvard College, especially, might want 
to consider how wisely they have invested, since Idaho Power regularly boasts 
how much of its stock is owned by Harvard and other eductional institutions. 

But there was another and an even greater problem for the cooperative—that 
of getting a source of power. When the Malheur Cooperative approached Idal® 
Power Co. with the intent of buying power at wholesale, the Idaho Power Co. 
refused to sell power to the co-op. This is another example of how monopoly can 
operate. Idaho Power had electricity available to sell to other wholesale cus- 
tomers, but they would not sell to Malheur. 

Yet, Mr. President, it is the private companies that squawk and cry when they 
are not able to get from a large Government-built dam the amount of power they 
would like to get. They want the system to work both ways. They want to 
be free economically to murder a co-op, or deny to a co-op any power which the 
private companies have in surplus. At the same time, the want to get from a 
Government-built dam such amounts of power as they wish to obtain. 

It has been the position of the junior Senator from Oregon, despite his opposi 
tion to the business tactics too frequently resorted to by private utilities, that 
nevertheless, as American corporations, they are entitled to a fair opportunity 
to obtain Government contracts for such amounts of power as they must obtain 
in order to serve their consumers, consistent with pubiic-policy provisions set 
forth in such acts as the Bonneville Administration Act. 

However, I point out at this stage of my remarks that economic selfishness is 
the rule which characterizes those companies, as evidenced by the fact, for in- 
stance, that when they had an opportunity, as the Idaho Power Co. had, to sel! 
power to the Malheur Farmers’ Cooperative, at a time when the Idaho Power 
Co. had adequate power to sell, they refused to do so, because their real desire 
and objective was to drive cooperatives out of existence, as the Idaho Power Co. 
finally succeeded in doing to the Malheur Farmers’ Cooperative power enterprise. 

To serve the farmers who owned it, Malheur Cooperative was forced to install 
an expensive Diesel generating plant. This plant was the source of power until 
1942, when the Federal Power Commission issued an extraordinary order 
on July 3, declaring that it was in the public interest for the Idaho Power Co. to 
sell wholesale power to Malheur. The order was issued pursuant to section 202 
(c) of the Federal Power Act and is identified as docket IT—5702. 
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But even this intervention, as precedent-making one in public utility history, 
did not solve Malheur’s problem of a power supply. Idaho Power was buying 
electricity at wholesale from the Bonneville Power Administration, power pro- 
duced from dams built by Federal funds. They bought this power at 3 mills a 
kilowatt-hour and sold it wholesale to Malheur at a rate of 10 and 11 mills a kilo- 
watt-hour. In the Malbeur system area, Idaho Power was able to sell electricity 
lower than the co-op retail rate because of the high price charged the co-op for 
wholesale power. That is a sample of how Idaho Power passes on the benefits 
of cheap public power to the farmers of Oregon and Idaho. 

The only chance the Malheur Cooperative saw for survival was the chance that 
Bonneville Power Administration would be able to build transmission lines 
to the area, Which would give the cooperative the same power at the same whole- 
sale price at which the Idaho Power Co. was getting it. 

And who do you suppose led the opposition to the extension of the Bonne- 
ville transmission line’ None other than the Idaho Power Co, 

Let us look at the printed hearings on the Interior Department appropria- 
tion bill for 1949. On page 1188 of the Senate hearing we have Mr. Ralph Gale, 
general sales manager of the Idaho Power Co., testifying. He said: 

“I have filed a statement here in opposition to the appropriation of any funds 
to the Bureau of Reclamation, Bonneville, or any department of the Govern- 
ment for the construction of any transmission lines in the area in which we 
operate.” 

That is as much against as you ean get. 

What was the issue? Turn to page 1214 and the testimony of Mr. Clyde 
Ellis, executive manager of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association. 
He said: 

“Practically every cut made by the House in the power facilities items adversely 
affects the rural electrification program. The specific elimination of the trans- 
mission line from Anderson Ranch plant to Mountain Home, Idaho, seems to be 
for the sole purpose of preventing the Bureau of Reclamation from reach- 
ing its own dam with its own lines and the purpose of permitting Idaho Power 
Co. to get in between the dam and the people. The rural electrification program 
has no more bitter enemy in the United States than the Idaho Power Co. It 
has successfully killed two of our rural electrification cooperatives, one in 
Oregon and one in Idaho. It could have saved both of them by simply selling 
them wholesale power at reasorable rates.” 

Mr. Ellis made this statement on June 3, 1948, almost a year before Malheur 
fame to its end. It was the opposition of the Idaho Power Co. to the Bureau of 
Reclamation transmission line which ended Malheur Cooperative’s last chance 
to get a source of power at reasonable rates, 

Bot there is something more in the Senate appropriation hearings which 
should get our attention. You will recall that the Idaho Power Co. refused to 
sell electricity at wholesale to the cooperative until forced to do so by an order 
of the Federal Power Commission. The question might be raised, “Did Idaho 
ower Co. have power to sell at the time the cooperative wanted to buy it?” 

Hlere is a quotation from the statement submitted by Mr. Gale, the sales man- 
age of the Idaho Power Co. It appears on page 1195 of the hearings. He said: 

“For over 31 years, Idaho Power Co. has provided facilities ahead of the re- 
quirements of the area which it serves. During two world wars and all the in- 
tervening years of peace there never has been a time when electric service was 
“too little or too late.” 

By their own admission, the Idaho Power Co. had electricity to sell to Malheur 
but they would not do so until ordered by the Federal Power Commission. 

Idaho Power says that it is a regulated company. It is more than that: it 
is a publie utility which exists as a monopoly by reason of the fact that the 
people of a State gave them a charter to do business under certain conditions. 

Are those who speak for the Idaho Power Co. trying to tell us that the eom- 
pany as a public utility has the right to decide capriciously what customers they 
will serve and what customers they will not serve? To accept such reasoning 
is to acknowledge their right to refuse to sell eleetricity by reasonof a person’s 
religious faith, political beliefs, or even the color of his hair, or his support of or 
opposition to the publie operation of power develpment. 

Might we not raise a question here as to the applicability ef the Sherman Anti- 
trust Act to the Malheur situation? That act is supposed to be enforced where 
there is a prevention of competition as well as a destruction of competition 
through the exercise of monopoly. Malheur was not competing with Idaho 
lower; Malheur only wanted to serve its own farmer members. Idaho Power, on 
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the other hand, did compete by the construction of duplicating lines, the inva- 
sion of the Malheur system area, by under-cutting rates and by denying to Mal- 
heur the opportunity to buy power at wholesale until forced to do so. 

The story of Malheur was not a battle between private enterprise and another 
form of enterprise. It was a battle of small farmer-owned private enterprise 
against a monopoly utility in which the latter, the Idaho Power Co., succeeded 
in driving the small farmer-owned enterprise out of business by use of the same 
tactics practiced by the unspeakable gangs of the underworld. 

As I have said in various places in the State of Oregon on many an occasion— 
ind today I repeat my pledge to the farmers of my State—I shall continue to 
fight to the maximum extent of my ability such encroachments upon the rights 
of the farmers of the State of Oregon as are represented by the tactics of the 
Idaho Power Co., as disclosed in these remarks today. I say to the farmers of 
the State of Oregon that they might just as well face the fact that this situation 
presents a great political issue in the State of Oregon. We are going to fight 
it out in the State of Oregon in the years immediately ahead. The issue is 
whether or not the rights and the interests of the farmers of Oregon are going 
to be protected by their elected officials against the economic raping policies of 
powerful business combines such as the Idaho Power Co, and its associates. 

So far as I am concerned, Mr. President, I pledge to the farmers of the State 
of Oregon that IT will not retreat one foot in this fight, and I will not compro- 
mise to any degree whatsoever with the private utility interests of that section of 
the country, which want to freeze out and destroy the development of farmer- 
owned cooperative power developments in the State of Oregon and the Pacitic 
Northwest. 

We are going to decide the issue at the ballot box. I serve notice to that 
effect today on the Idaho Power Co. We are going to decide whether or not 
they and their exploiting policies are going to take over the river resources of 
the Pacific Northwest and deny to the farmers of my State the maximum develop- 
ment of the power resources of the rivers of that area. ITI am satisfied that once 
the voters come to realize the basis of the fight and the facts in suppert of the 
fight which the junior Senator from Oregon is making on this issue, their ver 
dict in 1956 will be the s®me as the verdict they rendered in 1950, so far as 
the political fortunes of the junior Senator from Oregon are concerned. 

It is the exploiting utilities of the area who have picked this fight, and the 
junior Senator from Oregon, with the support of the voters of the State of 
Oregon, intends to finish the fight: and the finish of that fight will be in the 
interest of protecting the farmers and consumers of the State of Oregon. 

It is one thing for a company te set itself up as a champion of free enterprise, 
but certainly anyone who takes this position owes it to himself and the people 
to make certain that the principles and practices of that specific enterprise are 
not aimed at the destruction of human rights or property rights. Free enter 
prise Which puts itself above the law and above the accepted morals and ethics 
of American business is not the kind of free enterprise which has the right to 
ask for support or claim privileges denied to other decent private enterprises, 

In his statement to the House committee, Mr. Hallock makes much of his 
position as a representative of farmers in his area. 

I wonder. Does he recall the annual meeting of Malheur Cooperative Electric 
Association on August 10, 19487 

Let me refresh his memory. At this meeting it was brought out that Matl- 
heur co-op was doing its best to extend electric service to the village of Bridge 
port and the mining camp nearby. The co-op had already constructed distrilm 
tion lines there and was in the process of getting ready to construct a trans- 
mission line from Vale to Bridgeport, a distance of 21 miles. Before the co-op 
could start construction of the line, the Idaho Power Co. rushed work on a 
transmission line to Bridgeport. The effect of this was to make it impossible 
for the co-op to build its own transmission line to reach its potential con 
sumers in Bridgeport becuuse duplication of transmission lines is expressly for 
hidden by the Oregon Public Utilities Commission, ° 

Oh, [Idaho Power was as clever as one of the characters in a Clarence Buding 
ton Kelland novel. Clever, indeed; ethicenl? You be the judge, Mr. President, 

This tactic of Idaho Power made it impossible for the co-op to reach the people 
in Bridgeport where the co-op had already built distribution lines. 

So what happened at Vale on August 10, 19487 Mr. Hallock ought to remem 
ber. A group of 21 people from LE: idgeport who were cut off from co-op power 
through the machinations of Idaho Power Co. made the suggestion that the co-op 
sell out to the idahe Pow r 
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Were these the people you represented, Mr. Hallock? By some coincidence 
three representatives of the Idaho Power Co. also attended the co-op annual 
meeting. When the question of what to do about the people in the Bridgeport 
area came up, the power company representatives made it clear that Idaho Power 
would not sell its spite line to the co-op. However, and listen to this, if the 
co-op would make a cash contribution of $80,000, Idaho Power would supply a 
maximum of 300 kilowatts of power in Bridgeport. The co-op, however, needed 
more than double that amount of power to serve the Bridgeport area and could 
see no reason Why they should make a contribution of $380,000 to Idaho Power 
for the purpose of not getting enough electricity to meet their needs, 

Does this tactic sound like something we have heard before? Paying a con- 
tribution under pressure has one name in international relations and it has 
another name at the lower Jevels of our society. It is a practice rarely asso- 
ciated with that part of American business which we are proud to call free 
enterprise. 

I want to tell you now, Mr. President, how Malheur came to its end after 
a 10-year ordeal, 10 years of the most unrelenting attacks by the Idaho Power Co. 

I quote from an article written by Kenneth McCandless, editor of the Pacitie 
Northwest Cooperator. He was at Vale, Oreg., when Malheur Co-op came to 
itsend. This is What he wrote in 1949: 

“VaLe, Orec., May 16.—Idaho Power Co, today evicted a ‘nester’—Malheur 
Electric Cooperative—after 10 years of unrelenting warfare. 

“To make it legal and assuage the final bitterness it is paying $66,648 in inter- 
est and principal before REA sells the $472,000 mortgage on 365 miles of line and 
equipment. The 621 members mainly are located in the rich irrigated territory 
on the western edge of the Boise Valley, including part of Payette County, Idaho, 
and Malheur County, Oreg. Long, thin lines tap sparsely settled ranch country 
to the north and west. 

“Actual construction cost of the lines was $527,863. Depreciation was esti- 
mated by REA at $69,000. Inasmuch as practically all the REA mileage was 
paralleled later by Idaho Power Co. spite lines, the cost of dismantling and 
integrating will be high. And adding in the expense of its swarm of public- 
relations agents who intensified their switch-over pressure on REA patrons 
in recent months, the charge-off by Idaho Power to good will is estimated at 
beyond $200,000, 

“*< magnanimous gesture to a crushed rival’ is expected to be the common 
comment. Certainly the co-op received no mercy in 10 years of power famine, 
spite lines, and undermining propaganda. 

“But the attack on Malheur Co-op does follow a pattern. The military-type 
pincers or the financial nutcracker applied by Idaho Power to struggling Malheur 
with precision speed and force has many familiar characteristics seen elsewhere. 
Isolated from low-cost Bonneville 3-mill wholesale power, it was forced to buy 
from Ijaho Power at 10 and 11 mills. Through parallel spite lines, Idaho Power, 
drawing energy largely from Bureau of Reclamation dams, undercut co-op rates 
in the same area. 

“Not only did Idaho Power Co. plant duplicate meters on co-op members’ 
property but the company finally agreed to sell the cooperative power not at 
the wholesale rate given other customers but only at irrigation rates. It was 
not until after the Federal Power Commission order that the co-op was able to 
get even this high-cost power. 

“So the inevitable happened May 16 as members’ ballots upheld the Board 
decision and the REA recommendation to sell rather than face mounting deficits 
as consumers were picked off the lines.” 

This is just one of the many stories published about Malheur. Anyone who 
‘ares to inform himself in detail is invited to inspect the files of Rural Elee- 
trification magazine, the farmer-controlled and directed magazine of the Na- 
tional Rural Electric Cooperative Association, for 1948 and 1949, and the files 
of the Pacific Northwest Cooperator for the same period. 

It can only be regretted that the story of Malheur did not get more attention 
in other sections of the press at the time the events were taking place. 

Perhaps those educational institutions which have money invested in Idaho 
Power stock might do well to arrange a seminar for their investment counselors 
with the collegiate professors of ethics and history conducting the meeting. 

Remember, Mr. Hallock told the House committee “IT handled the transaction.” 
If he was so proud of the part he played in this economic murder of a farmer- 
owned small enterprise, why did he not tell the committee the rest of the story? 
Why did he not tell them why Malheur Co-op was unable to serve the rural area 
around Bridgeport? 











HELLS CANYON DAM S61 


We can only conclude that Mr. Hallock had good reason for not going into the 
story. He and the people whose viewpoint he represents were banking on the 
probability that the story of Malheur had been forgotten—that there would be 
no one who would come forward with the facts. 

Those forces of reaction with which Mr. Hallock has allied himself no doubt 
were so gravely concerned about killing the Hells Canyon power project that 
they let some wishful thinking color their view of history. 

And we might surmise that it is not beyond the realm of possibility that some 
highly paid public-relations counsel with utility connections suggested the advis- 
ability of glossing over the history of Malheur. 

Remember, Idaho Power is the principal opponent of Hells Canyon. Idaho 
Power wants a monopoly on all the power to be developed on the Snake River. 
The history of Idaho Power is that the company sells to whoever it pleases, 
wherever it pleases at whatever rate it pleases, if it can convince the rate-making 
officials that its excessive expenses ought to be included in the calculation of its 
proposed rates, 

I knew the story of Malheur when I spoke in Chicago. The rural-electric co-op 
people there knew the story, too. That is why I said: 

“They [the Idaho Power Co.] have the unique record of being the only power 
company in the United States to wreck a rural-electric cooperative, once the 
co-op got into operation. You can figure out for yourself what treatment any 
electric co-op can expect if the Idaho Power Co. gains control of the waters of 
the Snake.” 

I will now amplify my Chicago statement by telling you what is happening to 
the farmers in the former Malheur Co-op area. It is not quite the same picture 
as the one which Mr. Hallock presented to the House committee. 

Fortunately that committee had an opportunity to hear the facts as given to 
them by His Honor, Judge S. Stanton, whose address is the Malheur County 
Courthouse, Vale, Oreg. Here is what he said in his statement to the House 
committee : 

“We find that under the present private utility or private power company, 
namely, the Idaho Power, in 1933 only our cities were electrified. In 1951, we 
find the entire county electrified, the rural area as well. 

We find that during this period of electrification that we were forced to 
reate an REA to get the services we felt were justly due and further find that 
prior to the REA we were forced by the private utilities to pay a large amount of 
the construction of the lines to the rural area, plus a guaranty of so much per 
month, and in many cases large deposits in advance for electricity. 

“Upon the arrival, or with the completion of the organization of the REA 
these practices immediately ceased and a strictly competitive basis was created 
whereas the private utilities hearing a REA line was approved for a rural area 
would immediately duplicate same, running their lines parallel to the REA; dis- 
continued all deposits and cost of construction and making numerous offers in 
a competitive way, the result being that through competition and competition 
alone forced the private utilities to enter the rural areas and give the needed 
service in competition with the REA, which previously they were very reluctant 
to do or would not even consider, demanding deposits, price of construction, and 
guaranties of usage of so much power before any consideration would be given 
at all, and then only in rare cases would they make the extension. This con- 
dition ceased on the completion of the organization of the REA in Malheur 
County.” 

That is how Judge Stanton, of Malheur County, saw the story unfold. But 
what are conditions in Malheur County today, now that Idaho Power has killed 
the rural electric co-op and has full control? How are the farmers being treated 
now? 

Let Judge Stanton tell us, as he told the House committee. He said: 

“After due time of operation of the REA, they were approached by the Idaho 
Power Co. with an offer to buy them out, and a deal was compieted. Upon the 
completion of this said deal, the previous tactics were reverted to, namely, charge 
to customers for rights-of-way and extension of lines, specific incidents I can give 
with a cost as high as $1,000 per individual, who have stated to me they were 
advised by this private utility that this cost did not cover stocks, bonds, or any 
interest whatsoever, but merely a cost they had to pay if they desired the 
electricity. 

“IT have one friend in our area who stated that I could use his name; that he 
had developed a well and it was necessary tvhile the juice was served to his house, 
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if he wished it for the well, it would be a cost of $5,000 for this utility before they 
would start the construction of the line to the well. I would name numerous 
other similar circumstances.” 

One of the saddest things about the economic murder of the Malheur Coopera- 
tive is what is happening to the farmers of the area now that the Idaho Power 
Co. has complete control. The Idaho Power Co. went right back to doing the 
things they were doing before the cooperative was formed. 

This ought to be a stern object lesson to the members of any rural electric 
cooperative anywhere. The farmers who own and direct their local private enter- 
prises in the form of rural electric systems had better take a good look at the 
farmers of Malheur County, Oreg., before they let a predatory utility try to under- 
mine their enterprise with high-pressure propaganda. 

Someone fumbled the ball, someone made a very big mistake when Mr. Hallock 
was advised to question my statement about the history of Malheur and the Idaho 
Power Co. 

We are indebted to them for making this mistake. They would never have had 
any idea that more than three and one-half million rural families in the United 
States have made “Malheur” a battle cry. Big city public relations counselors 
usually hold farmers in contempt, but this time those public relations counselors 
led with their chin. They had no idea that 1,000 rural electric cooperatives, all of 
them private enterprises owned by farmers, know well the bitter lessons their 
neighbors at Malheur learned at the hands of the Idaho Power Co. 

I am most grateful that someone's professional ineptness gives me this oppor- 
tunity to bring the story of the Malheur Cooperative to an even wider audience. 

I feel certain that the House and the Senate committees dealing with the Hells 
Canyon power project will welcome all the facts, not quarter-facts or half-facts. 
I believe they will give a great deal of consideration to the story of the Malheur 
Cooperative, and they will know how to evaluate the opposition of the Idaho 
Power Co. 

It would be only simple justice if the ghost of murdered Malheur Cooperative 
would arise and by having its story made known to all would make the Hells 
Canyon power project a reality. Millions of farmers would like to see this type 
of justice done, not only in behalf of the farmers of the State of Oregon, but also 
in behalf of all the farmers of the great Pacific Northwest as a whole. 

Mr. President, at this time I wish to continue my discussion of my reasons 
for answering on the Record, with the evidence which I now seek to place in 
the Record, the proponents of the Idaho Power Co., who, as witnesses before the 
House committee, sought to defeat by means of the presentation of misinfor- 
mation, misrepresentation, and untrue propaganda, the proposal for the con- 
struction of the Hells Canyon Dam. 

I support Hells Canyon Dam because by comparison with the proposed private 
dams, the Federal dam will contribute more than twice as much electric power ; 
will offer the power to the public at a cost and a price much lower than the cost 
and price of private power; will provide navigation and flood-control benefits 
nonexistent in the case of the private dams; will afford to irrigation in the 
central and upper Snake Basin a basis for later financial aid not available in 
the case of private dams; will promote a large development of the phosphate 
fertilizer and other industry, not possible through the private dams; and will 
contribute to the national defense and to the full development of the resources 
of the Pacifie Northwest and the country as a whole on a scale far greater than 
would be done by the contributions coming from the private proposal. 

First, let us take up the constitutionality of the project. 

In reading the transcript of the House hearings, as far as they have progressed, 
I was surprised to find a detailed series of questions having the evident pur- 
pose of questioning the constitutional authority of the Congress to authorize 
this project. The raising of a constitutional question concerning a project of 
this character merely signifies a lack of background in the matter of Federal 
water-resource-development projects. I trust sincerely that he who raised this 
question has since had opportunity to become more intimately acquainted with 
the facts as they pertain to such projects. 

In the Hells Canyon Dam we have a great project, on a large interstate 
stream, that will have among its major purposes the generation of hydroelectric 
power for national defense, the control of floods, improvement of naviga- 
tion, the creation of recreational opportunities, and the providing of financial 
assistance for the development of arid land in the central and upper Snake 
River Basin, including lands of the public domain. This project will be inte- 
grated, both electrically and waterwise, with the basic Federal multiple-purpose 
projects now operating or being built on the Columbia River drainage basin. It 
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passes belief that one would seriously question the constitutional authority of 
the Congress to authorize such a project, in view of the decisions of the Supreme 
Court in cases such as those of Arizona vy. California (283 U. 8S. 423 (1931) )— 
a case concerning the constitutionality of Hoover Dam; Ashwander vy. TVA (297 
U. S. 288 (1936)); United States v. Appalachian Power Company (311 U. §. 
377 (1940)), the so-called New River case; Oklahoma y. Atkinson Company 
(312 U. S. 388 (1941)), a case involving Denison Dam, in Oklahoma; and 
United States v. Gerlach Livestock Company (339 U.S. 725 (1950) ). 

The Congress does have the authority to authorize the construction of such 
projects; it has acted many times under such authority, not only for many dams 
in the Pacific Northwest, but also for dams in other areas throughout the Na- 
tion. Authorizing legislation, such as Senate bill 2812 and House bill 5743, is 
naturally required; but there is no doubt about the constitutional basis. 

To any lawyer who is working in sincerity for the best interests of this Na- 
tion, this, then, disposes of the constitutionality question. 

Next, let us examine the allegations that there is not enough water in the 
Snake River for both the Hells Canyon Dam and existing and future irrigation 
developments. 

During the House hearing, Governor Jordan of Idaho said: 

“We recognize no limits to the upriver consumptive use and think it is 
entirely possible that in a few short years we might be utilizing as much more 
of the waters of this stream for irrigation as we are presently using, and in 
that case we think there won't be enough to justify the building of a high 
dam * * *, Qur goal in Idaho is to dry that river up at the Hells Canyon 
site, to use it all on the land.” 

If that statement was made in the interest of furthering future irrigation 
development in Idaho, I would wholeheartedly join the good Governor in it. 
However, anyone who stops to consider the facts will realize at once that such 
a statement was made for the sole purpose of casting doubt upon the feasibility 
of constructing a high dam at the Hells Canyon site. Indeed, if the Governor 
meant what he said. then the Idaho Power Co. would not have enough water 
to justify any of the five dams it proposes, and the Governor could not have 
supported the power company’s proposal either. 

In order for irrigation uses to have any effect on the feasibility of the dam 
at Hells Canyon the greater part of the potential future irrigation development 
must take place during the next 60 years. In estimating the power capability of 
the Hells Canyon Dam, the Department of the Interior has taken into account a 
considerable increase of irrigation in Idaho. I do not believe this can take 
place without the construction of the Hells Canyon Dam. The cold statistical 
facts issued by the 1950 census of irrigation and agriculture show that the acre- 
age of irrigated lands in Idaho actually decreased 5 percent in the 10-year in- 
terval from 1939 to 1949. The financial assistance for future irrigation projects 
which could be provided by power revenues from the Hells Canyon Dam is the 
only way by which Idaho can get the desired full expansion of irrigation. I am 
convinced that the stream depletion estimated by the Department of the In- 
terior during the pay-out period for the Hells Canyon project will not be exceeded. 
Undoubtedly, the full cooperation of Federal, State, and local developers will 
be required in order to create the continued expansion of irrigation in Idaho 
which is forecast by the Department of the Interior, including the power reve- 
nues from Hells Canyon Dam. In opposing that dam, the Governor is opposing 
full irrigation development of his State. 

An examination of the physical limitations will show that Governor Jordan 
has been misinformed if he sincerely believes the river will be dried up and that 
there will not be enough water to justify construction of the high dam. The only 
appreciable amounts of unappropriated surface waters upstream from Hells 
Canyon which could be used for future irrigation of new land consist of the 
surplus flows of the Payette River, amounting to about 1,000,000 acre-feet annu- 
ally, and the 6,000,000 acre-feet of annual flow in the Snake River, measured at 
King Hill, Idaho, which is downstream from major existing irrigated areas 
along this stream. 

The amount of new land upon which this surface water supply could be used 
at and below King Hill is definitely limited to the sagebrush lands on the Bruneau 
and Mountain Home Deserts which are suitable for irrigation. After those 
deserts are irrigated—-and both of them will need financial assistance from the 
Hells Canyon project—the present green blanket will be extended to the foothills 
throughout the lower half of the basin—that is, the irrigable area below King 
Hill. Hence, the future depletion of the Snake River at and below King Hiil will 
be limited to the water that can be consumptively used in irrigating those lands. 
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Even with full development of all of that land, as planned by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, an appreciable part of the water used there in irrigation will flow 
back underground to the Snake River and into Hells Canyon. 

I am quite aware of the recent expansion of irrigation on the Snake River 
plain, upstream from King Hill, Idaho, by pumping from large irrigation wells. 
I am informed, however, that the ground water movement that is being tapped by 
those wells is the same ground water that feeds the large springs in Hagerman 
Valley, and those springs are the major source of the 6,000,000 acre-foot annual 
flow in the Snake River, at King Hill. In other words, to the extent that this 
pumping above King Hill increases, the flow in the Snake available for irrigation 
below King Hill will decrease. Idaho has a choice, therefore, of using the river 
flow at King Hill directly on new land downstream, or of pumping it from wells 
on the plain upstream. Only a part of it can be used by pumping from wells 
upstream, because of the limitations on well depths and water table draw-down 
in the areas where good land is available. 

Current estimates of the area that can be irrigated from ground water under 
these limitations ranges from the estimate of 300,000 acres, by the Department 
of the Interior, to the vague mention of a million acres, by Governor Jordan. On 
the chance that the Governor might be correct, I have made inquiry as to how 
much the irrigation of those 1,000,000 acres from wells and all of the other fore- 
seeable future irrigation in the basin will reduce the river flows in Hells Canyon. 
The answer was that there would still be an average annual flow of 6,000,000 
acre-feet in Hells Canyon during a series of dry years, such as occurred during the 
drought of the 1930's. That is far from a dry river, even by an easterner’s defini- 
tion. That flow will be turning generators in the Hells Canyon plant and in 
downstream plants long after the original investment in Hells Canyon Dam has 
been repaid many times to the Nation, 

Curiously enough, Governor Jordan, like Don Quixote, rides off in many and 
opposite directions from his asserted aim of drying up the Snake River at Hells 
Canyon. Although he boldly asserts that the Hells Canyon project is unfeasible 
because, so he says, there will not be enough water, nevertheless he endorses the 
proposed construction, on the same stretch of river, for the Idaho Power Co., of 
five plants which would be dependent on the same water for power generation. 
Certainly the Governor will want to clear up this seemingly inscrutable enigma. 

In what directions is the Governor riding when he foresees a tremendous 
expansion of irrigation in his State, but is opposed to the one project that holds 
the greatest promise of bringing this about’? 

I am in wholehearted agreement with the Governor that the fullest possible 
use of water for irrigation in the central and upper Snake River Basin, and in 
Idaho in particular, should be encouraged. More than that, I—seemingly un- 
like the Governor—wish to forward the prospect of that kind of development 
by urging authorization of Hells Canyon Dam on a basis that recognizes and 
provides for the relationship of that dam to future irrigation developments in 
the central and upper Snake River Basin. We have in eastern Oregon addi- 
tional lands which I hope can be developed in that way, too. 

The Governor assumes that large new areas will be brought under irrigation, 
but he has not suggested how this be brought about. The fact is, as he must 
know, that additional large-scale irrigation developments, such as the Bruneau 
and Mountain Home projects in his State, can, under present feasibility and 
repayment requirements, be brought about only if power revenues from Federal 
projects are made available to assist in the repayment of the initial capital 
investment. It is only through such arrangements that it has been possible, with 
financial assistance from such dams as Anderson Ranch and Palisades, recently 
to develop projects in Idaho. The main source of power revenues available for 
this purpose in Governor Jordan’s State will be in Hells Canyon Dam. But the 
Governor opposes this dam, and in doing so he is seeking to kill the very dam 
that would make possible the irrigation he says he seeks for his State; and 
at the sume time he is blocking the additional irrigation which I would 
like to see developed in eastern Oregon. 

Now we come to the biggest bugaboo. Effort has been made to raise it along 
every irrigation ditch in Idaho. In every part of the State the Idaho Power 
Co., and the people it has misinformed are telling farmers to beware of Hells 
Canyon Dam, for it would steal—so they say—existing water rights and would 
prevent future irrigation of new lands. 





Webster defines bugaboo as “an imaginary object of fright”; and the water 
threat is just that, with emphasis on the word “imaginary.” 

Much superficial opposition to the bill seems to have been engendered by 
fear—unfounded though it is—that Hells Canyon Dam, when built under an 
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authorization such as that provided by Senate bill 2812 and House bill 5743, 
would jeopardize water rights, both existing and future. These fears have 
been carefully instilled and nurtured by the Idaho Power Co. for reasons 
totally unrelated to the protection of water rights. It is a basic tenet of mine 
that existing rights to the consumptive use of water, established under State 
law, shall be protected against encroachment by the exercise of Federal juris- 
diction for power. Moreover, I believe that downstream power rights and other 
downstream nonconsumptive uses on our major western rivers, should be used 
so as not to block or make financially unfeasible projects based on upstream 
consumptive uses in reasonable amounts. 

Let us examine section 2 of these bills. Let us see what it is intended to do; 
whether it is legally effective for that purpose; or whether some other pro- 
vision should be drafted to carry out the objectives we seek to attain. 

As to existing rights, the bill provides that “The operation of the Hells 
Canyon division shall be only such as does not conflict with any present beneficial 
consumptive use, valid under State law, of the upstream waters of the Snake 
River and its tributaries.” 

This language seems unmistakably clear to me, as a lawyer. 

As to future rights, the measure of protection is stated in terms of the quantity 
of water reasonably required for the development of a large block of land, but 
not limited to specific lands. Quantities of lands are stated in terms of areas 
which, by reference to the report mentioned in section 2, are found to be 1,113,- 
000,000 acres of new lands to be developed, and 1,233,000 acres of land to be 
provided with supplemental water. 

These water-right provisions present, as I see it, two basic questions: 

First. Whether they would give legally adequate protection to existing and 
future upstream consumptive-use rights. 

Second. Whether the protection for future rights is clear and is reasonable as 
to amount. 

It has been argued by the opposition that “there is a grave question whether 
any language can be inserted in the bill which would give Idaho water rights the 
protection they would deserve against a great downstream Federal project.” 

A lawyer member of the Interior Subcommittee that has been holding hear- 
ings on House bill 5743, expressed the opinion, in those hearings, that “the 
reservation contained in section 2 is unconstitutional, it affords absolutely no 
protection to water users in the State of Idaho.” 

The argument that the provision is unconstitutional is so patently unsound 
as to raise doubts, under normal circumstances, as to the sincerity of those who 
present the argument. It is absolutely clear that the Congress, under the 
commerce clause of the Constitution, has authority to regulate and to develop 
navigable waters of interstate streams, such as the Snake River. It is in reliance 
primarily on this authority that the Federal Government has built and is 
building great developments, such as Grand Coulee Dam, Bonneville, McNary, 
Chief Joseph, and Hungry Horse, and those in other parts of the counrty, 

From the same authority comes the clear constitutional authority to pre- 
scribe the limits and conditions to govern the operation of the Federal agencies, 
The Supreme Court is of that opinion, having said in the case of the United 
States v. Appalachian Electric Power Co, (311 U. S. 377 (1940)), that the 
Congress has the power “to deny the privilege of constructing an obstruction in 
those waters. It may likewise grant the privilege on terms.” 

Again, in the case of United States v. Gerlach Livestock Co. (339 U. S. 725 
(1950)), the Court held that, with respect to a dam authorized under the 
Federal reclamation law, the United States was required to recognize irrigation 
rights established under State law. The Court said: 

“Ry directing the Secretary to proceed under the Reclamation Act of 1902, 
Congress elected not ‘to in any way interfere with the laws of any State * * * 
relating to the control, appropriation, use or distribution of water used in irri- 
vation, or any vested right acquired thereunder” (32 Stat. 388, 390, ch. 1093, 
481. S.C. A., see. 383, FCA, title 48, sec. 385 

“We cannot twist these words into an election on the part of Congress 
under its navigation power to take such water rights withont compensation.” 

It is in reliance on this power to limit its agencies that the Congress has here- 
tofore enacted provisions such as those of subsection (b) of section 1 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1944—Fifty-eighth Statutes at Large, page SS7—a provision 
designed specifically to protect western water rights against conflicting claims to 
the use of those waters for navigation. Like provisions have been carried for- 
ward in every subsequent rivers and harbors and flood-control enactment of the 
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Congress, and those provisions are the ones now relied on to protect upstream 
water rights in Idaho, Oregon, and Wyoming against claims to the use of water 
for navigation in connection with the four lower Snake River dams—section 1 
(b) of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1945—Fifty-ninth Statutes at Large, page 
10. Do the opponents of Hells Canyon Dam and their counsel regard those pro- 
visions as unconstitutional and ineffective for the purposes stated? Certainly 
not—not if they are intellectually honest. 

It is then argued by some that such provisions in Federal actions cannot be 
relied upon because the Congress might subsequently revise the law. Do they 
mean to suggest that the Congress has so little regard for western water rights 
that one day it would afford protection, and the next day it would take it away? 
That has not been the record of that great deliberative body, and it certainly 
will not be its record while representatives of the 17 Western States are Members 
of this body. 

The remaining question is, therefore, as to the adequacy of section 2 of the bill 
in terms of the amount of protection. As to existing rights, the protection is 
complete. As to future rights, the protection is in terms of the quantity of water 
that would be reasonably and equitably needed for the development of a stated 
area of new land and to provide supplemental water to a stated area of lands 
already having water rights. That formula sets up an objective standard, and 
would not, in my opinion, give to an executive officer of the United States the 
right to make the final decisions. 

Fhe testimony given in the House committee hearings indicates to me that 
the measure is a reasonable one; but that is a matter which is open to further 
adjustment by negotiation, such as would be the case if the seven States within 
the Columbia River Basin were to attempt to settle the matter of apporionment 
of water in connection with some form of interstate agreement. If the Idaho 
interests who are genuinely concerned about water rights and the adequacy of 
protection as to future rights, believe the amount of protection provided by the 
bill is not reasonable, and if they have a different proposal, let it be brought out 
and discussed. Strangely enough, they have not done so. 

I am convinced that a reasonable and specific formula for the protection of 
future rights can be worked out. It was suggested during the hearings, by the 
way, that one solution might be this: To provide in H. R. 5743 a specific formula 
to govern until the interested States had agreed on a different one for the appor- 
tionment of the waters of the river among themselves. That, thereafter, by the 
terms of H. R. 5743, the agreed on formula would govern. That seems eminently 
reasonable and its possibilities should be explored. 

Now, why has the Idaho Power Co. stumped the State of Idaho, by radio, by 
press, from public platform, warning the people that the Bureau of Reclamation, 
its neighbor for nearly 50 years, was going to do a complete about-face and in- 
stead of protecting irrigation water rights as it has been doing for nearly five 
decades, suddenly steal them away? I say the object of this waving of arms in 
alarm is simply to draw away the attention of Idaho farm people from the un- 
deniable fact that the company is itself asserting rights to the use of water with- 
out regard to the future needs of irrigators upstream. When anyone points 
this out he is answered with the generalization that the company always obeys 
State law and gives highest priority to irrigation. But absent a restriction 
like that proposed in section 2 of H. R. 5743, State law means merely that sub- 
sequent irrigation has priority over an earlier power right only if the power right 
is brought out and paid for. Thus, that do-good halo which the company seeks to 
place over its head really does not mean much in terms of keeping the cost of irri- 
gation developments down. This is borne out by at least one previous experience. 
When tie water users in the upper Snake River area wanted to build a large 
storage dam at American Falls, they found that the company already had a 
water right at that site. The company did not voluntarily give up its water 
right gratis; nor did the provision of the State constitution giving irrigation 
first priority in use of water require it to. Instead, it cost the farmers of Idaho 
about three-quarters of a million dollars to purchase that right, this sum includ- 
ing the cost of providing storage space in the American Falls Reservoir for use 
by the company. 

In this connection it is interesting to note that much reference is made to the 
company as being a local corporation, just “one of the local boys” so to speak. 


Let us look into this for a moment. I think you will find that the Idaho Power 
Co. is incorporated in the State of Maine while its principal place of business is 
in the State of Idaho. Insofar as the corporation is concerned it prefers the 
supervision of the corporate laws of the State of Maine to the supervision of the 
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laws of Idaho. This is to me not very consistent with the idea of Idaho con- 
trol of Idaho’s resources, which people so strongly recommend in that section. 
Not one of the 10 largest stockholders in the company is an Idaho resident. One 
might, therefore, ask if these large out-of-State financial interests and insur- 
ance companies who own the controlling stock in the company—not Idaho peo- 
ple—would not be more interested in taking money out of Idaho in the form 
of dividends than in building up the State’s industry through the provision of 
low-cost power. 

The opposition has worked both sides of the stream to create this water-right 
bogeyman; contending on the one hand that the bill would not and could not 
give protection to water rights established under State law, and contending 
on the other hand that upstream consumptive uses will be so great as to make 
Hells Canyon Dam an unsound financial undertaking. The vacuity of the first 
contention being demonstrated, what about the second one? 

The testimony already given to the House subcommittee by experts of the 
Department of the Interior demonstrates that, taking into account all irrigation 
developments that can, under even a most optimistic view, be expected to occur 
during the pay-out period of Hells Canyon Dam, the project will be a sound 
financial investment. Moreover, it appears that it will continue to be a highly 
efficient and sound financial undertaking long after the capital investment has 
been paid off, taking account of the amount of water that will continue to be 
available at that site even after all possible upstream irrigation developments 
have been completed. 

In this connection, let me quote from a press account of a report by Acting 
District Engineer Anderson of the Corps of Engineers, Walla Walla, Wash., re- 
cently completed in connection with the Hells Canyon and a possible Mountain 
Sheep alternate: 

“The fears of local interests that there would be inadequate water supplies 
for both irrigation and power were not confirmed by this analysis of future 
development. Any conflict between irrigation and other uses that might con- 
ceivably exist under multiple-purposes river development with hold-over storage, 
would probably exist to equal or greater degree under development by low dams 
without storage.” 

Notwithstanding the attempts of the power company and its supporters to 
raise doubts about the feasibility of Hells Canyon Dam because future upstream 
diversions would deprive it of a water supply, it appears that the Idaho Power 
Co. is still most anxious to make an investment of its own in that stretch of the 
river in the form of run-of-the-river power plants. Presumably, the company’s 
experts have made independent studies concerning the pattern and the rate of 
upstream development and the flow of the river at Oxbow for the next 50 years, 
that being the period of a Federal Power Commission license. It would be most 
instructive to the Congress to have the conclusions of those experts displayed 
in connection with the hearings on House bill 5743. It was suggested during 
the hearings that it was not possible to have the substantial future upstreant 
development of water and at the same time make financial sound development 
at the Hells Canyon site. “You cannot have it both ways,” it was said. For- 
tunately, the facts are in this case that you can have it both ways because we 
have a substantial water resource and there are physical and financial limitations 
that will, as a practical matter, govern the rate and amount of irrigation develop- 
ment that will take place upstream. And even with the fullest possible develop- 
ment there will continue to be a volume of water that will make this project a 
sound one. The power company knows this to be true, otherwise it could not 
justify it own proposed developments. 

I was surprised to see that the Portland Chamber of Commerce, speaking 
through Mr. Chester K. Sterrett, objected at the hearings to the authorization 
on the ground of economic infeasibility. 

My information is that the Portland Chamber of Commerce objected to Hells 
Canyon chiefly because it is afraid that construction of the Hells Canyon proj- 
ect and inclusion of southern Idaho in the area to be served by the Federal sys- 
tem might increase slightly the rate for power which would have to be paid by 
the utilities serving the Portland area. This was not stated in so many words 
by Mr. Sterrett, but he let the cat out of the bag. 

On page 552 of the record, Representative Engle asked the following ques- 
tion: “Mr. Sterrett, do you have any doubt that this project will pay out and 
pay the cost to the Federal Government, with interest?’ 

Answer by Mr. Sterrett: “We certainly do, without affecting the existing rate 
base of the Bonneville Power Administration.” 
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If that is the basis of the objection by the Portland Chamber of Commerce, 
then the chamber is acting on the basis of ungrounded fears. 

As a matter of fact, the record shows that Hells Canyon will not increase the 
cost of power as much as other developments. To be sure, Bonneville and Grand 
Coulee are two outstanding projects built during a time when prices were low 
and it is too much to expect that the very low rates based on these two projects 
can be continued indefinitely. When power from McNary, Chief Joseph, and 
other higher-cost projects is added to the system, the average cost of power 
production for the system will necessarily have to be raised. However, the 
power from Hells Canyon will cost less than the power from the other new 
plants and should come into the system at about the average cost possible at 
that time. Hence, although rate increases will undoubtedly be required in the 
future, they would not result from the construction of Hells Canyon and Portland 
should have no fears on that score. 

The Portland chamber also objected to Hells Canyon on the ground that if a 
private utility were willing to go ahead it should be permitted to do so. This 
was apparently based on the assumption that the private company would de- 
velop the river to the same extent and with the same benefits as the Federal 
Government would. Mr. Sterrett, as the representative of the Portland Chamber 
of Commerce, testifying before the House committee, was extremely hazy as to 
the relative merits of the private utility development and the proposed develop- 
ment by the Federal Government. Certainly I think the people of Portland 
and the people of Vanport want the flood control that would come from Hells 
Canyon, and they know they will not get that from any of the Idaho Power 
Co.’s small dams. I do not think they are going to appreciate, therefore, the 
opposition of the Portland Chamber of Commerce to the construction of a great 
dam in the State of Oregon which would provide to the people of Oregon and 
Vancouver and the surrounding area the flood-control protection in which they 
are interested. I have a suspicion that this particular reason may stem from 
close personal relationships existing between officials of the Idaho Power Co. 
and prominent members of the Portland Chamber of Commerce. I do not 
believe that the Portland chamber is representing the best interests of Oregon 
or of the Portland area in taking the stand expressed by Mr. Sterrett. In my 
letter in reply to a letter which I received from the Portland Chamber of Com- 
merce, I made as clear as I think the English language can make it clear that 
in my judgment the Portland Chamber of Commerce in its opposition to Hells 
Canyon Dam is not well representing the economic interests of the State of 
Oregon. 

Mr. Sterrett’s suggestion that the Nez Perce Dam would be more desirable 
is purely a dilatory and delaying tactic. Mr. Sterrett knows very well, or 
should know very well, that the Nez Perce Dam has been and would be bitterly 
opposed by the fishing interests of the Northwest, more so than almost any other 
project on the entire Columbia River system. There is no benefit in suggesting 
‘as an alternative a project which everyone knows is completely unrealistic at 
this time, and the officials of the Portland Chamber of Commerce know it very 
well. Some day, when the solution of the fish problem has progressed further, 
the Nez Perce Dam should no doubt be built, and, as I have pointed out before 
und will again later today, Nez Perce would not conflict in any way with nor 
displace Hells Canyon, but in the future it will be needed to supplement Hells 
Canyon Dam. It has always been planned as an additional development, not 
as a substitute one. 

The one project today against which there is no valid complaint is the Hells 
Canyon project. It is a part of the Army engineers’ main control plan for flood 
control which would benefit the Portland area as much as any other area. It is 
quite possible—and I would have the members of the Portland Chamber of 
Commerce take note of these facts—it is quite possible that if storage at Hells 
Canyon had been available in 1948, reducing the crest by seven-tenths of a foot, 
the Vanport disaster might have been avoided. If the 1894 flood is repeated— 
God forbid—Portland will wish it had Hells Canyon to take off an even larger 
volume from the crest. The Army engineers have time and time again indicated 
that there is always a possibility that a flood such as the 1894 flood may be 
repeated, and that we need to proceed to build the necessary flood-control dams 
now to protect a much greater population than in 1894 lived in the flood areas 
of the rivers of my State. That is one of the main purposes of the junior 
Senator from Oregon in making the fight he proposes to make in support of the 
Hells Canyon Dam. But I say, Mr. President, if we follow the Portland cham- 
ber’s advice, it will be too late. I am advised that while the flood-damage 
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reduction in 1948 that would have been achieved had Hells Canyon been in 
operation is not susceptible to positive evaluation, engineers do estimate, on 
what they call a smoothed-out-stage-damage curve, that the theoretical reduction 
in flood damage would have been between $10,000,000 and $12,000,000. 

Enough has been said to demonstrate that the opposition of the Portland 
Chamber of Commerce, as expressed through Mr. Sterrett, is so lacking in sub- 
stance as to merit no consideration whatsoever. 

Let us now turn to a discussion of the cost of the project. 

Of course, the Idaho Power Co., has been attempting to cast doubt on the relia- 
bility of the Interior Department's estimates. For example, a statement was 
inserted in the record of the Hells Canyon hearings by Mr. Roach, president, 
Idaho Power Co., from which I quote: 

“Experience has demonstrated to the Congress that such departmental esti- 
mates, made for the purpose of obtaining project authorizations or appropriations 
are notoriously inaccurate.” 

In support of his general statement, Mr. Roach, president of the power com- 
pany, cited a list of projects inserted in the Congressional Record on August 20, 
1951, by Representative Poulson, of California. This list includes only 11 proj- 
ects, With the original estimates of cost in one column and the present estimate 
of cost in another. This type of presentation is misleading for several reasons: 

First, the list fails to indicate the date of the original estimate and the effect 
of rises in costs caused by inflation. In many instances this factor is substantial. 
For example, the cost given for Davis Dam was estimated in 1941, while the bulk 
of the work was performed after the war. During this period the average cost 
index practically doubled. I venture to say no Member of the Senate would 
expect to bifild a home for himself today at the price for which such a home could 
have been built had 1941 prices prevailed. To accuse any engineer or group of 
engineers of bad faith or inaccuracy on this basis is hitting, intentionally, below 
the belt. Some original estimates referred to by Mr. Roach were made more than 
30 years ago. The original estimate for the Riverton project in Wyoming, for 
instance, was made when the project was authorized in 1918. 

Second, the list fails to indicate that the size of several of the projects was 
increased, For example, the generating plant at Davis Dam was increased from 
180,000 kilowatts to the 225,000 kilowatts which has been installed. Consider 
also in this regard the Hungry Horse project, which was originally estimated on 
the basis of a reservoir of 1,500,000 acre-feet and a 142,000-kilowatt power plant, 
and when built comprised a 3,500,000-acre-foot reservoir and a 285,000-kilowatt 
power plant. This change in plan resulted from the fact that the authorizing 
legislation specified only that the dam store not less than 1,000,000 acre-feet and 
charged the Interior Department with the responsibility of constructing the dam 
to maximum usable and feasible height. 

I do not say that the Bureau of Reclamation does not make mistakes in estimat- 
ing—in this regard I am not even Claiming that its performance is materially 
superior to that of other engineering organizations in like work either in or out 
of Government service. The point that I do make is that differences between 
the original estimates and subsequent figures are often explainable by changes in 
cost indices, changes in plan from which accrue increased benefits to the projects, 
and yes, sometimes by honest errors in judgment which enter into all estimates 
of work of this type regardless of who is doing the estimating. Cost estimates 
made by private utilities are no different. 

With respect to possible changes in the cost of constructing the Hells Canyon 
division there is probably less likelihood for changes than is normal in projects 
of this magnitude. This is because the plan, as proposed, makes full use of the 
available head in the section of the river between Weiser and the Hells Canyon 
Dam site and because the proposed installation of eight 100,000-kilowatt units 
with space and facilities for one additional unit, provides an installation with 
capabilities which will permit efficient use of the available water. The possi- 
bility of serious foundation contingencies has been eliminated by extensive drill- 
ing of the dam site. 

As to the question of the possible effect of future increases in construction cost 
indices, the fate of this project is similar to that of any other undertaking, large 
or small, being considered now or later. The Hungry Horse project is an excellent 
example of good estimating. Ever since that project was authorized, the Con- 
gress has provided ample funds to carry on the work as rapidly as possible. The 
result is that it is being completed ahead of the original schedule and the final 
cost will be very near the first estimate that was made for the dam of the size 
that is now being built. 
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And speaking of estimating, I wonder, as a layman, how accurate are the cost 
figures used by the Idaho Power Co. in its discussion of its five-dam plan. It is 
my understanding that to reach bedrock for a suitable foundation for a dam in 
the Hells Canyon area you must excavate to a point 100 feet below river level. 
Thus, to excavate foundations for five dams, you must remove the equivalent of 
500 feet of material and replace it either with concrete or packed earth, and then 
you must add another 600 feet of height in the five dams to fully harness the 
available fall of the river. In addition, you must divert the very turbulent Snake 
River five times instead of once, as at the high Hells Canyon, and you must erect 
five construction installations, five sets of access roads, and you must repeat a 
number of other activities and facilities five times. How all this can be done for 
an estimated cost of $166,000,000 is something I would like some engineer to 
tell me. 

I have never had access to any Idaho Power Co. figures as to its accuracy in 
estimating the costs of existing plants. It has stated, I might say with undue 
pride, that it has never missed its estimates by more than 2 or 3 percent. I 
have noted however that the company gave the Federal Power Commission an 
estimate in August 1950 as to the cost, including rights-of-way and transmis- 
sion lines for its C. J. Strike development. The figure given was $18,500,000. 
But when the company made a request for a tax-amortization certificate in March 
1951, it showed a cost of $21,108,000. This is an increase of 14 percent in 7 
months. Perhaps the two estimates are not comparable, I do not know. I hope 
the question can be raised when the hearings are continued, 

Those who are attacking Hells Canyon Dam and the legislation that would 
authorize it stop at nothing to gain their own ends. At the House hearings they 
even attacked the basic plan for comprehensive development of the Columbia 
River; a basic plan which by the way nearly all of these same opponents 
embraced with great love when the CVA was being discussed in the Northwest. 

In my remarks to this body on the occasion of the introduction of the bill 
to authorize the Snake River project, I emphasized the faith in the comprehensive 
plan for development of the Columbia River Basin and in the architects of 
that plan which this Congress demonstrated through its authorization of most 
of the recommended features of that plan. The only recommended major feature 
not vet authorized, I pointed out, is Hells Canyon. 

Effort has been made in presentations before the House committee to cast 
doubt upon that plan, and upon the Hells Canyon development as an integral part 
of it. Other proposals have been advanced as being equal or superior to Hells 
Canyon. Let us take a cold, hard look at these other proposals. When we do, 
you will agree that they are merely efforts to becloud the issue. When we get 
all through examining them, the comprehensive plan, with Hells Canyon as an 
integral part and the next logical step to be undertaken, will remain unshaken 
and unshakable. 

The effectiveness of the Hells Canyon Reservoir as a key unit of the main 
flood-control plan for reducing flood damage is not disproved by statements of its 
opponents that in 1 year flood flows were of greater magnitude on the Clearwater 
River than on the Snake River at the Hells Canyon site. Proof that Hells 
Canyon is necded as a flood-control dam lies in the careful studies outlined to 
the House Committee by the Corps of Engineers, which explain the flood-control 
value of the project taking into consideration flood flows over the long term, 
minimum storage requirements, and the best places to obtain such storage, with 
full recognition to all phases of water resource development. 

Nor can the navigation benefits of Hells Canyon be brought into disrepute 
because the benefits currently in prospect differ from those in prospect as of 
the time an earlier report on Hells Canyon was being prepared, Even one of 
the most avid of the power company’s congressional supporters conceded, and 
in fact expressed admiration for, the entirely logical basis for the change in 
benefits When it was explained to the committee by Mr. Gordon Fernald of the 
Corps of Engineers, the agency which made both estimates of benefits. 

I am sure you understand that there are storage sites in the Columbia River 

Sasin other than Hells Canyon, which would also contribute to flood control, 
navigation, and to power production. Testimony presented to the committee, 
notably in the statement submitted for the record by Mr. Fernald of the Corps 
of Engineers, indicates a number of such sites. The essence of that testimony, 
however, is the point I sought to bring home in my remarks when the Hells 
Canyon bill was introduced—that is, there are all too few remaining storage 
sites to bring about the degree of control of waters of the Columbia which is 
All sites must be developed ultimately if we are to obtain from our 


necessary. 
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water resources the most flood control and other benefits for our money. Not 
one development potentiality can we afford to waste. 

Confirmation of Hells Canyon as the best next major addition to the existing 
and authorized development, taking all factors into account, was given to the 
House committee in a conclusive manner but in so brief and casual a form that its 
significance might have been overlooked. Let me reiterate that information here. 
I refer to the testimony on the review report on Snake River recently completed 
by the division engineer of the Corps of Engineers, information from which was 
given to the committee by Mr. Gordon Fernald in response to questioning. 

In my earlier remarks, I discussed three storage proposals in the reach of 
the Snake River covered by this new review report—Hells Canyon, Nez Perce on 
the Snake River just below the mouth of the Salmon River, and a Mountain Sheep 
Reservoir of 2,780,000 acre-feet storage capacity on the Snake River above the 
mouth of the Salmon. The point I made was that the Mountain Sheep develop- 
ment cannot be considered a substitute for Hells Canyon, but it must be consid- 
ered only as an alternative to the Nez Perce project in the event a solution is 
not found to the fishery problem which would be created by Nez Perce in block- 
ing the run of migratory salmon up the Salmon River. 

The report referred to by Mr. Fernald in his testimony considered not only a 
Mountain Sheep project of essentially the same storage capacity as I previously 
mentioned, but also a much larger Mountain Sheep development. This larger 
Mountain Sheep development would drown out the Hells Canyon site and 
leave unflooded only the reach of the river upstream from Oxbow. In addi- 
tion, this new report took into account the diversion of water by tunnel from 
the Salmon River to the Snake behind both of the Mountain Sheep Dums. 
Whereas, the lower Mountain Sheep Dam would displace the Nez Perce project, 
the higher Mountain Sheep development would displace both Hells Canyon and 
Nez Perce. After considering all these alternatives, the Army report came to the 
conelusion that the best plan would be to construct Hells Canyon and Nez Perce, 
und the next best would be to construct Hells Canyon and the lower Mountain 
Sheep Dam, with diversion of water from the Salmon. Thus it is shown that Hells 
Canyon is a part of the two best plans for developing this section of the Snake 
River. 

The report further shows that the lower Mountain Sheep Dam would be in- 
adequate to meet immediate needs of the main flood-control plan. The high 
Mountain Sheep is found adequate for those immediate purposes but it has less 
favorable benefit-cost relationships than Hells Canyon. Thus, once again on the 
basis of an objective, impartial appraisal of the real facts, Hells Canyon emerges 
as the best development to meet immediate needs. 

I submit that on the basis of this reappraisal, construction of Hells Canyon 
should begin at once. 

A full comparison of Hells Canyon with the Idaho Power Co. plants, and of 
the several plans that are possible for development of the Snake River is given 
in the new committee print by the House Interior Committee, as exhibit B. It 
has an excellent 1-page summary graph that shows the situation at a glance. I 
hope that every Member of the Congress and every voter in the Northwest will get 
a copy and look at it. If they do, they will have no doubts on the matter. I 
have a few copies in my office, and will be glad to make them available. 

Assuming that the fishery problem created by Nez Perce may someday be 
solved, building of Hells Canyon now will allow the ultimate construction of 
the Nez Perce development. If, however, use of the Nez Perce site should not 
prove practicable, then the lower Mountain Sheep project could be built below 
Hells Canyon and Salmon River water diverted by tunnel to the reservoir. 
Although this would result in some loss of storage and power potential in 
comparison with the Hells Canyon-Nez Perce combination, that loss would be 
over a million acre-feet of storage and 300 kilowatts of prime power less than 
the one sustained if the high Mountain Sheep project were to be constructed. 
Any other course except that proposed in the comprehensive plan, which the bill 
before the Senate and the House will implement, by authorizing Hells Canyon, 
thus will result in lesser development at higher unit cost. All this is shown 
clearly in the committee print. 

One man who took issue with the comprehensive plan, and for that matter, 
with a lot of other things, was Mr. Holland Houston, engineering adviser to 
aga Langlie of Washington, who was borrowed by Governor Jordan of 

ano, 

I have read the testimony of the borrowed Mr. Houston. He gave quite a 
dramatic lecture on hydro and its workings. As far as the explanatory part of 
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his testimony goes, explaining how hydro systems work, it was very good and very 
direct. However, unfortunately, his testimony, I am told, was extremely mis- 
leading in the application of the principles to the Hells Canyon situation, and 
in many cases he was either not informed on the facts, or in any event gave 
testimony that was misleading and erroneous. The borrowed Mr. Houston in- 
dulged himself in a numbers game in which he employed half-truths, garbled 
figures, inconsistent approaches and illogical conclusions in such a way as to 
show complete lack of that objectivity which should characterize an engineer- 
ing approach. In short, by his numbers game he showed that he was intending 
to reach a predetermined conclusion instead of making an impartial engineer- 
ing analysis. I would like to point out several obviously ridiculous conclusions 
which demonstrate this emphatically. 

One of the borrowed Mr. Houston’s numbers games involved flood flows. In 
response to questions regarding the reduction of Dower production on the Co- 
lumbia River during the period of flood flow, he said: “When we have got 
Bonneville flooded out, when we have got The Dalles flooded out, when McNary 
is flooded out, all those run-of-river plants, where are we going to get power 
if we don’t run our high head storage projects? That is where it has to come 
from.” 

I am advised that while it is true that the capability of Bonneville Dam to 
produce power was reduced from its normal maximum of 564,000 kilowatts to 
140,000 kilowatts at the peak of the 1948S flood when the flow at Bonneville was 
1,000,000 cubic feet per second, the borrowed Mr. Houston should have known, or 
could easily have found out, as 1 did, that the reduction under the same circum- 
stances at The Dalles and MeNary would have been only 25 percent, making pos- 
sible a production of about 728,000 kilowatts at The Dalles and of about 789,000 
kilowatts at McNary. In other words, these two dams, even when passing ¢ 
flow of 1,000,000 cubic feet per second, would still be delivering more than 
1,500,000 kilowatts of power to the system. That is a long, long way from being 
flooded out. 

Actually the fallacy in the borrowed Mr. Houston's testimony is of even greater 
proportion. Competent engineers say the main control plan for flood storage 
in the authorized system would provide storage which, in itself, would reduce 
the magnitude of floods. lor instance, if this system were complete, including 
Hells Canyon, the great flood of 1894 would be reduced by the operation of the 
storage reservoirs to 800,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles. This means 
that instead of the power capability of Bonneville being reduced to 140,000 
kilowatts at the peak of the flood, it would be reduced only to 410,000 kilowatts, 
and the capability at the other downstream plants would also be affected less if 
the river were in an uncontrolled state. 

The borrowed Mr. Houston also assured the House committee that the flood 
of the spring of 1894 would not be repeated because of storage in irrigation res- 
ervoirs on the Snake River. Perhaps if Mr. Houston had been borrowed earlier 
so as to have had time to study the operation of these irrigation reservoirs, he 
might have learned that these reservoirs would be filled too early during such 
a flood to have any appreciable effect upon the peak flow at The Dalles. The 
1894 flood had a maximum flow of about 1,240,000 second-feet at The Dalles. 
Perhaps the borrowed Mr. Houston was borrowed so fast he did not have time 
to find out that the Corps of Engineers is designing the spillways at McNary 
and The Dalles Dams for a possible flow of 2,200,000 second-feet. If, as the 
borrowed Mr. Houston thinks, the 1894 flood will not be repeated, the Army 
seems to be throwing away a lot of money on excessively large spillways, but 
then maybe even the borrowed Mr. Houston has had time to ponder the vagaries 
of nature in the light of the all-time maximum flood on the Missouri River just 
across the mountains from the Columbia River. If so, maybe he might now be 
just a little less positive in his guaranty that the flood which occurred in the 
spring of 189 will never be repeated in the Northwest. 

The borrowed Mr. Houston misused information contained in the Army engi- 
neers report to come to the fallacious conclusion, which he expressed to the 
House committee hearing early in April that the “maximum flow right now we 
can expect to have on the main stream of the Snake is 60,000 second-feet.” I 
wonder what color Mr. Houston's face is, now that the figures from the United 
States Geological Survey gaging station at Weiser, Idaho, show that the Snake 
River at that point attained a flow of 85,200 second-feet on April 29. And at 
Oxbow, the point Mr. Houston was talking about, the flow was probably about 
90,000 second-feet. Mr. Houston has certainly allowed himself to be disqualified 
rather readily as a flood-control or river expert. 
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Another of the borrowed witness’ numbers games revolved about the number 
of kilowatts Hells Canyon would add to the Federal system in the Northwest. 
In referring to the 1,430,000 kilowatt figure used by the Bureau of Reclamation as 
the prime power attributable to Hells Canyon by the allocation method Mr. 
Houston said: “The figure is all right, but one-half of the downstream gain in 
power should be allocated to the transmission.” This is peculiar logic. The 
fact of the matter is that transmission facilities are required to integrate not only 
Hells Canyon with the balance of the Columbia River system, but to integrate 
Grand Coulee with Bonneville, and Grand Coulee and Bonneville with Hungry 
Horse and all three of them with McNary Dam. Hells Canyon is therefore no 
different from any of the rest and it is perfectly proper to say that the full 
1,430,000 kilowatts of power is creditable to Hells Canyon Dam. Of course, 
transmission has to be provided and will be provided and paid for out of the rates 
to be charged for the power to be delivered from the system. Actually, the By- 
reau of Reclamation is not basing the pay-out of Hells Canyon on the 1,450,000 
kilowatts, but on the incremental addition of Hells Canyon power to the system, 
1,124,000 kilowatts, a figure with which Mr. Houston has expressed full agree- 
ment, as being production in the so-called C—2 level of development. 

Yet another of the numbers games involved the cost of transmitting power 
from Hells Canyon to the phosphate beds. The borrowed Mr. Houston admitted 
that power could be transmitted from Hells Canyon Dam to the phosphate area 
in southeastern Idaho at 1 mill per kilowatt-hour, but, he says, “This is because 
the power is delivered at high load factor. If the load factor were 50 percent, 
the cost would be 2 mills per kilowatt-hour.” Furnaces for the production of 
phosphate do, of course, use power at high load factor, and that is the way 
the transmission was figured. If the power was delivered at 50 percent load 
factor of course the transmission cost would go up, but then the revenues 
would also go up. Under the kilowatt-year rate, power at 100 percent load factor 
use costing 2 mills per kilowatt-hour would amount to 4 mills per kilowatt-hour 
at 50 percent load factor use. Accordingly, the increase in revenues if the load 
factor is decreased would more than compensate for the increase in transmission 
costs. In other words, power sold at 50 percent load factor is sold for higher 
revenues per kilowatt-hour. All this is mere playing with figures, but in stating 
a half-truth, as Mr. Houston does, without stating the other part of the equation, 
he gives, perhaps intentionally, a completely misleading impression. And the 
fact remains, when all of the explafiations are given by the borrowed witness, 
that the Department’s figures stand up and power can be delivered to the phos 
phate beds at a transmission cost of 1 mill per kilowatt-hour. Another example 
of the numbers-game approach as employed by the borrowed Mr. Houston was 
his attempt to throw doubt on the figure of 1,124,000 kilowatts as the amount of 
prime power attributable to Hells Canyon. At this point he talked about a 
pre-C—2 system, the C—2 system, the true C—2 system, and the D system. All this 
symbol talk refers to the identification of various systems of operating projects. 
As even the borrowed Mr. Houston admits, Hells Canyon Dam will add 1,124,000 
kilowatts to the capability of the Columbia River power system, at such time as 
Ilells Canyon Dam and the presently authorized downstream plants are com- 
pleted. This phase of development is known as the C-2 system less Glacier View 

The borrowed Mr. Houston and others taking the power company’s side in this 
debate propose, however, to evaluate Hells Canyon on the basis of a different 
system, one not now planned or authorized and which may never be completed 
in its entirety. By doing this, they show a lower prime kilowatt figure for Hells 
Canyon because of the addition of more storage projects in that system 

As Chairman Engle of the House subcommittee pointed out at the hearing, the 
system would continue to receive the benefit of 1,124,000 kilowatts of additional 
power through the construction of Hells Canyon indefinitely if no further addi- 
tions were made to the system. He is correct, of course, and under those cir- 
cumstances, Hells Canyon would continue to pour those kilowatts onto the line. 
Yet, later and more costly additions to the system will and inevitably should be 
made, but each one will be evaluated on the basis of its net addition to the 
system power and the net cost thereof. That does not affect the feasibility of Hells 
Canyon, The benefits at Hells Canyon were conservatively stated, I am told, by 
crediting first and larger benefits in downstream power-plant production to 
storage at Hungry Horse, Albeni Falls, and Grand Coulee and crediting Hells 
Canyon with the later smaller amount of gain at downstream plants. 

Another example of the numbers game as played by the borrowed Mr. Houston 
was his claim that 5,000,000 acre-feet of storage could be obtained at the Kooskia 
site on the Clearwater River. If this storage can be obtained and is usable at 
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Kooskia, that is fine and I am all in favor of it. However, the idea that Kooskia 
would be in any way an alternative for Hells Canyon has no foundation whatever. 
Both dams can be built without conflict between them. It should be noted, how- 
ever, that the average annual flow of record through 1948 at Kooskia is only 5,- 
670,000 acre-feet, as compared with 13,330,000 acre-feet at Hells Canyon. The 
; minimum annual flow of record at Kooskia was only 3,442,000 acre-feet not even 
enough to fill the large reservoir which Mr. Houston suggests, while at Hells 
Canyon the minimum was over 8,000,000 acre-feet, more than twice the active 
storage capacity of the reservoir. This should clearly prove the superiority of 
Hells Canyon project over Kooskia for regulating the Columbia River for power 
production in low-water years. Mr. Houston’s references to having worked with 
the Corps of Army Engineers in connection with a larger design for the Kooskia 
project are cleverly inserted in his statement to make it appear that his figures 
have been approved by the corps. Actually the Corps of Engineers has never 
thade detailed surveys and cost estimates for a project at Kooskia the size of that 
which Mr, Houston recommends. So here the borrowed witness attempts to bor- 
row—or should I say “appropriate’—the reputation of the Corps of Engineers. 
Kooskia is on another river and could, when it can be built, supplement, but not re- 
place Hells Canyon. Furthermore, from information I have, it appears that 
there are many obstacles to the prompt construction of a dam at Kooskia and I 
am afraid his suggestion of Kooskia is merely a delaying tactic. 

But for the finest example of the numbers game as played by the borrowed wit- 
ness, let us consider his estimates of the kilowatt-year cost of power attributable 
to the construction of Hells Canyon and the four power plants on the lower 
Snake-Ice Harbor, lower Monumental, Little Goose, and lower Granite. The 
borrowed witness referred to a figure of $51 per kilowatt of prime power at one 
point in the hearings and at another time he used a figure of $35.20, both ap- 
parently on the same basis. With the ordinary mortal, you might expect that 
only one would be wrong. But the borrowed witness is not an ordinary mortal 
when it comes to juggling figures. In his case both figures are wrong, as they 
are based, so I am told by engineers in whom I have faith, on completely erro- 
neous computations. In arriving at these figures the borrowed Mr. Houston over- 
looked the kilowatts of production which would come from the four lower Snake 
plants, all of whose costs he included in the cost side of his computation. Speci- 
fically, he omitted the prime power generated from stream flow at all four of the 
lower Snake River plants, but he did include their costs. This represents an 
error on the order of 550,000 kilowatts. An error of this magnitude in itself dis- 
qualifies Mr. Houston as a competent witness. 

Another slight error in this calculation by the borrowed witness comes about 
through the inclusion in the computation as power costs of the cost of navigation 
locks and all of the costs of joint facilities, although such facilities would pro- 
vide substantial benetits to purposes other than power. 

When these glaring errors are corrected, the cost per kilowatt turns out 
to be only about half of the $35.20 figure used by the borrowed Mr. Houston. At 
this point it looks to me as though the borrowed witness himself borrowed his 
figures right out of thin air. And even if correct figures are used, the method 
is not the correct one to evaluate the cost of Hells Canyon. 

But, apparently, on the theory that his $35 figure was perhaps low, the bor- 
rowed witness also plucked the figure of $55.50 per kilowatt-year out of the 
atmosphere. This is the cost per year, according to the borrowed numbers man, 
for each kilowatt by which production he attributes to Hells Canyon exceeds 
what he estimates as the power capability of the Idaho Power Co.’s proposed 
five dams. 

As is usual, the mathematical process is characterized by a few errors. The 
first error is in assuming that the increment in system prime power attributable 
to Hells Canyon amounts only to 715.500 kilowatts. That is what the increment 
will amount to, says Mr. Houston, under phase D—at some distant future date. 
I have already demonstrated the fallacy involved in reducing Hells Canyon 
system prime power at some future date because of the addition of other projects 
in order to fulfill phase D. Just how Mr. Houston comes to the conclusion that 
this is only 158,000 kilowatts of prime power more than the five low-head plants 
would produce under the same flow conditions is also hard to fathom. 

A second error involves the costs associated with the claimed capability of 
prime power attributed to the five Idaho Power Co. projects. To that amount of 
power, the borrowed witness related only the annual costs directly incidental to 
the five company plants. Inasmuch as the isolated capability of these five 
plants, no matter how computed, would be materially less than 557,000 kilowatts 
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apparently assumed by Mr. Houston, these plants must be integrated with 
other generating facilities in order to obtain that high a capability figure 
during the critical storage-control period. Therefore, a portion of the cost of 
such facilities would have to be added to the cost of the five plants to arrive 
at the cost per kilowatt of the prime power attributed to the five run-of-the-river 
plants. 

A third error is made by the borrowed witness in assuming only $134,000,000 
as the investment cost for the five run-of-the-river plants themselves. In its 
application to the Federal Power Commission for a license for the Oxbow 
project, the Idaho Power Co. estimated the cost of the five plants as $166,100,000 
not $134,000,000, Since the application is dated December 9, 1950, the $166,100,- 
000 is itself not current, and is at price levels that antedate the higher ones 
used in the Government's estimate for the Hells Canyon development. 

A fourth error is in assuming that the Company’s annual cost for the run-of 
river plants represents only 4.4 percent of the investment. When you make 
an allowance for the usual return of approximately 6 percent after taxes, the 
figure for determining the company’s annual costs becomes approximately 
5 percent. 

Correcting only for the third and fourth errors I have mentioned, the cost 
per kilowatt-year for the erroneously low increment of capability, 158,500 
kilowatts, used by Mr. Houston, becomes less than $10 per kilowatt-year instead 
of the $55.50 used by him. Obviously, if the first two errors also were corrected, 
the inaccuracy of the borrowed witnesses’ conclusions become even more glaring. 

Enough has been said, I believe, to demonstrate that the borrowed Mr. Hous- 
ton’s analyses and assumptions are entirely too speculative and vague—and his 
manipulation of figures is entirely too crafty—to warrant serious consideration. 
These numbers games that Mr. Houston indulged in provide no help in arriving 
at the facts with respect to Hells Canyon. One might even suspect that this 
figure juggling was not intended to aid in ascertaining the true facts. 

Before leaving the borrowed Mr. Houston, it is particularly interesting to 
note that neither he nor any other opposition witness before the House com- 
mittee explained what the firm output of the five low-dam plants by themselves 
is supposed to be. As I have already pointed out, Mr. Houston’s figure of 557,000 
kilowatts does not represent the firm output of these five plants by themselves. 
My friends in Idaho and Oregon tell me that they have been unable to pin down 
the Idaho Power Co. as to what it believes to be the firm output. The company 
prefers to talk in the generalities of installed capacity. Now, even a rank be- 
ginner in the field of electric power production realizes that in analyzing the out- 
put of a hydroelectric plant, from an economic and engineering standpoint, the 
firm power—the power you can deliver the year around regardless of the flow 
of the river—is the important thing. You cannot ask people to turn off their 
refrigerators in the heat of summer because the power plant cannot produce 
its full output when the runoff of the Snake River is at its lowest stage. It is 
still true that the output attributable to Hells Canyon, through at-site production, 
use of its storage in downstream power plants, and transmission integration is 
more than twice as great as the firm output of the five low dams proposed by the 
Idaho Power Co. No technical data presented to the House committee contra- 
dicts this fact. 

If the five low plants were operated on an isolated basis without benefit of 
integration with other power systems, I am told that the prime power would be 
only 390,000 kilowatts, assuming the same upstream depletions that were as- 
sumed in figuring the output of Hells Canyon project. Hence, even for develop- 
ment of power alone, all five of them would be only one-third as productive as 
Hells Canyon. 

The reason for the low prime-power figure attributable to the five low dams 
as compared with Hells Canyon is that they have no storage; no spring runoff 
water can be saved for use during the low-water periods of the year. For the 
same reason, they would not contribute to flood control or navigation. 

In order to produce the maximum amount of electric energy, the resources of a 
hydro-power system must be integrated both hydraulically and electrically. This 
is accomplished hydraulically by storing water during flood run-off months for 
release during winter months to supplement low stream flows and increase genera- 
tion to meet the higher power loads of those months. All hydroelectric projects 
are coordinated in the Federal system and storage releases are timed so that the 
maximum prime power is produced by the system. This‘ean be accomplished 
only by use of a transmission system, since it is necessary to reverse the flow 
of power to and from projects in the system. The system serves system loads but 
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specific loads are not assigned to any one project. Power may flow in various 
directions from a generating plant and in varying amounts throughout the year. 
For example, at the Hungry Horse project during winter months when storage 
is being released and generation at Hungry Horse is at its highest power will 
flow from the plant into western Montana and west to the Spokane area. During 
summer months when the plant is practically shut down in order to fill the reser- 
voir power will flow east from Grand Coulee and other western plants to serve 
loads in Montana. A similar situation will exist at Hells Canyon. Hells Canyon 
will store water during the spring and summer months and release storage in the 
fall and winter. Loads served directly from the plant during months of storage 
release will be served in large part during summer refill months with power 
from other plants of the Columbia River system. 

A great hue and cry was made in some Idaho newspapers when it was test ified 
at the hearings that power generation at the Hells Canyon plant would be reduced 
to 66,000 prime kilowatts during the high water months when the reservoir would 
be refilling. As I have just explained, this occurs because large amounts of energy 
are available on the system from run-of-river plants and plants on the main stem 
of the Columbia River where storage is readily impounded. By some strange line 
of reasoning, or reasoning by people partially informed in power system operation, 
this type of operation is supposed to prove that Hells Canyon is not feasible. By 
the same token, Hungry Horse would not be feasible, as there the plant production 
will be reduced from about 200,000 kilowatts during the storage withdrawal period 
to 40,000 kilowatts during storage refill months. Nevertheless, the Bonneville 
Power Administration has already negotiated sound business contracts with 
Montana Power Co, and industries totaling 192,000 kilowatts. This type of 
operation will also be in effect at Libby. However, no such objections were ever 
raised by anyone when the Libby and Hungry Horse projects were before the 
Congress. And the argument is so specious that it was not even used by the 
borrowed witness, Mr. Houston. 

At this point I should like to discuss the value of storage projects in the 
Northwest. 

Since a run-off-river plant is dependent upon stream-flow conditions as they 
actually occur, the minimum annual production under the most adverse water 
conditions represents the amount of prime power that such a plant will add 
to a system. With the addition of upstream storage. coupled with hydraulic 
and transmission integration, the prime power that the same plant would add to 
the system or supply to an isolated load is materially increased. 

The increase in system prime energy at five Columbia River plants—Grand 
Coulee, Bonneville, Chief Joseph, McNary, and The Dalles—which will result 
from storage will amount roughly to 100,000 kilowatts for each 1,000,000 aecre- 
feet of usable storage developed above Grand Coulee. An important aspect in 
connection With the increase of system prime power by the addition of storage 
is that downstream run-of-river plants need only the minor improvement of 
additional generators to take advantage of the storage. This cost is usually 
small in comparison with the benefits derived. For example, under the oft- 
referred to “C” phase of development, Chief Joseph will have 18 generators which 
can later be increased to 27; MeNary will have 14 generators with an ultimate 
of 20; and The Dalles will have 15 generators compared with an ultimate 
of 22. Powerhouse foundations will be poured at the time of the initial instal- 
lations and as additional upstream storage is developed more units will be added 
at these plants. The selection of unit locations will depend upon the location 
of loads to be served. At the present time it appears that additional units 
will be added at McNary and the Dalles before additional expansion takes place 
at Chief Joseph. 

Important as additional storage is, there are serious problems involving local 
and other interests in connection with all large potential storage sites in the 
United States portion of the Columbia Basin, with the single exception of Hells 
Canyon with its 3,880,000 acre-feet of active storage. These problems relate to 
fishery interests, mining, wildlife, irrigation, and local opposition due to flooding 
out towns and tillable lands. Other important difficulties consist of flowage 
dainages to railroads and highways which often pose difficult and costly relocation 
problems. 

But regardless of the difficulties and cost of developing storage, no hydro sys- 
tem can effectively function without large amounts of storage or equivalent 
amounts of costly steam-electric generation. Storage will increase system prime 
power and in the Columbia River Basin, the major increases in prime power 
will be at the main stem plants near large load areas. 
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It is because of this tremendous importance of storage to the region that we 
cannot permit the great site at Hells Canyon to be taken over by a private com- 
pany which indicates correctly, right at the outset, that it could not, or would not, 
provide that storage, and therefore would rob the Northwest and the Nation 
of a much greater power development to meet its rapidly growing needs. 

But let us return to the opponents of Hells Canyon and another of the 
spokesmen for that opposition who appeared at the hearings. I refer to a 
man from my own State, from Baker, Oreg., Mr. Blaine Hallock. He stated 
that he was an “accredited representative” of the Baker County Chamber of 
Commerce, a statement subsequently denied in writing by that group. Mr. Hal- 
lock also claimed he was representing the Baker County Farm Bureau, which 
that organization had denied, and the Baker County Taxpayers League, which 
has not functioned for the past 5 years. In view of that, perhaps Mr. Hallock 
would best be described as a “nonrepresentative” from Baker. In any event, 
he attempted to mislead the House committee into believing that the destruc- 
tion by the Idaho Power Co. of an REA in my State represented an act of 
charity to the farmers involved. I cannot let the record remain so distorted. 
Let me give the full and truthful picture of this disgraceful episode. 

The victory of the Idaho Power Co. over the 621 members of the Malheur 
Electric Cooperative in the spring of 1949 was not the “bailing out” of an -un- 
successful enterprise by a more fortunate competitor nor the simple financial 
rescue of a group of misguided ranchers by the former Electric Bond & Share 
subsidiary as was suggested to the committee by the nonrepresentative from 
Baker. 

Idaho VPower—the only company which has taken over and absorbed-——per 
haps a better word would be “liquidated’’—several operating electric distribu- 
tion cooperatives—may choose to characterize its purchase of the Malheur 
cooperative as a magnanimous gesture, but such a characterization cannot be 
squared with the facts. Rather, the story is a tragic one of how this small 
rural cooperative was forced into a corner by the private utility, after a 10-year 
struggle—a bitter and uneven struggle. 

Yes: for a decade the Malheur Electric Cooperative fought its uphill battle 
against the Idaho Power Co.'s spite lines, undermining propaganda, and refusal 
to sell it power—the cooperative finally received power from Idaho Power only 
by reason of an order of the Federal Power Commission. And yet the non- 
representative from Baker would have us believe that Idaho Power's purchase 
of the small cooperative was an action similar to that of the Good Samaritan. 
But the good people of Payette County, Idaho, and Malheur County, Oreg., know 
the truth. They realize that the Idaho Power Co.—a giant privately managed 
monopoly—a Maine corporation which holds its annual stockholders’ meeting 
in Augusta, Maine, over 3,000 miles from the people it purports to serve—is 
determined to post the borders of its empire with “no trespassing” signs and 
to squeeze competition of any nature in a financial vise. 

The Malheur Electric Cooperative was isolated from the Bonneville Power 
Administration's supply of low cost wholesale power, and, as I have stated, could 
obtain it from the Idaho Power Co. only after first obtaining an order from 
the Federal Power Commission. Even then the cooperative was forced by 
Idaho Power to pay 9, 10, and 11 mills per kilowatt-hour for the power grudg- 
ingly furnished by the company after the failure of its initial plan to strangle 
the cooperative by refusing power. 

Practically all of the transmission network constructed by the cooperative was 
later paralleled by the [Idaho Power Co.'s spite lines. 

In order to make what one director of the cooperative termed a horrible ex- 
ample of the cooperative, the power company persisted in its slow death tactics, 
with 150 miles of parallel spite lines over which energy—a substantial amount of 
which was drawn from Bureau of Reclamation dams, at rates one-fifth or less 
than those the company charged the cooperatives—was offered at rates under- 
cutting those offered by the Malheur Electric Cooperative. The company put 
into effect an irrigation pumping rate for resale to farmers in the area lower than 
the wholesale rate the company charged the REA cooperative. 

The cooperative obtained an allotment of $439,000 from the Rural Flectrifica- 
tion Administration in 1939, on the basis of service to approximately 1,000 non- 
electrified farms in the vicinity of Vale, Oreg., and Payette, Idaho. These were 
farmers and ranchers that the Idaho Power Co. had refused to serve. The rural 
expansion policy of the Idaho Power Co. had not kept pace with the desire of the 
farm people of Idaho and Oregon along the Snake River to have power in their 
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homes and on their farms. But like a dog in a manger, the Idaho Power Co. sud- 
denly became willing and eager to serve these people once they had banded 
together for their own betterment into an REA co-op. Many farmers who had 
been trying to obtain power from the Idaho Power Co. for many years felt that 
their long struggle had one good result at least—they had obtained power for 
their farms a generation ahead of the time they would have received it if the 
power company’s monopoly had been left undisturbed. Unfortunately, a fighting 
“REA”’—the Malheur Electric Cooperative—was destroyed in the process. 

So that is the true story, the one that the nonrepresentative Mr. Hallock did 
not give. 

Now let us return to one of the real issues of Hells Canyon—one of the most 
impelling reasons for its immediate authorization and construction. That is its 
relationship to the supply of power for production of badly needed fertilizer for 
the farmers of the Northwest and the Middle West at rates which they can afford 
to pay. Southeastern Idaho contains large deposits of phosphate rock, about 
60 percent of the reserves in the United States. These deposits are being devel- 
oped to a small extent by several chemical companies for the production of 
elemental phosphorous for chemical purposes. There is also one small fertilizer 
operation in southeastern Idaho using the sulphuric acid process. 

Two farm organizations, namely, Pacific Supply Cooperative and Central 
Farmers Fertilizer Co., have acquired substantial holdings of phosphate rock in 
southeastern Idaho and have the necessary capital to go ahead with plants. But 
they need electric power. A power rate of not more than 3 mills per kilowatt- 
hour is required in order for them to produce high concentrate fertilizer to be 
sold to the farmers of the Northwest and Middle West at reasonable prices which 
will enable the farmers to buy it. Hells Canyon Dam will provide this power 
at the required rate if the project is authorized and goes ahead. 

In my opinion, among the most important evidence presented to the Committee 
on Interier and Insular Affairs in the hearings on H. R. 5743. was that dealing 
with the great need for additional phosphate fertilizer, especially in the North- 
west and Middle West. Charles Baker, general manager and secretary of the 
Pacitic Supply Cooperative, testified that his company, in concert with six other 
farm cooperatives in the Pacific Northwest, had formed the Western Fertilizer 
Association, which has under lease a deposit of phosphate rock containing some 
30,000,000 tons of high-grade and some 75,000,000 tons of low-grade phosphate 
rock. This company has spent between $30,000 and $40,000 in research and 
study and Mr. Baker testified that— 

“The answer was in every instance that * * * power and electric fur- 
nace to process the phosphate rock in southern Idaho will give us the lowest cost 
and most dependable long-time source of cheap fertilizer from the standpoint 
of the farmers of at least 17 to 20 western States * * *. We estimate that 
we will need at least 50,000 kilowatts of low-cost power for our own fertilizer 
development.” 

He also testified that his company had approached the Idaho Power Co. for 
power and that the rates quoted were prohibitive. 

Mr. Glenn Bunting is the manager of the Central Farmers Cooperative of 
Chicago, Il., owned by 15 agricultural cooperatives serving 1,420,000 farmers in 
the Midwest Corn Belt. This corporation has signed a contract for the purchase 
of 2,000 acres of phosphate land in southeastern Idaho for which power is 
essential for the development of fertilizer. This group has obtained survey 
reports from competent engineers showing that they must have low-cost electric 
energy for their development. Mr. Bunting testified: 

“We contemplate the use of the electric furnace which will utilize 55,000 to 
57,000 kilowatts of power * * * which would mean an annual consumption 
of * * * about 369,000,000 kilowatts of power.” 

This company likewise has taken its problem to a power company—in this 
case, the Utah Power & Light Co.—which quoted rates that in the opinion of the 
cooperative’s management are prohibitive. 

Mr. Frank N. Calvin, manager of the fertilizer department of the Farmers 
Union Central Exchange, Inc., a member of Mr. Bunting’s group, supported Mr. 

Sunting’s testimony. 

I cite these facts which are of record in the testimony before the House 
committee to demonstrate one aspect of the national significance of Hells Canyon, 
one Which will have a profound effect upon the well-being of the agricultural 
economy of the entire country. Development of Hells Canyon and the phosphate 
deposits will mean a large, new industrial development in Idaho, new tax 
revenues to the State and local taxing bodies, greater supplies of fertilizer 
throughout the West, a lower cost for fertilizer to hundreds of thousands of 
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farmers, increased farm output of higher food value, and a better grade of 
farm product available to consumers all over the country. Hells Canyon power 
can stimulate the fertilizer industry and benefit agriculture on a scale com- 
parable to the world-famous accomplishments of the TVA in fertilizer develop- 
ment. The Idaho Power Co.’s plan to build the five low-head dams would not 
only not provide these great benefits, it would, in fact, preclude them. 

In the course of my remarks today, I have dwelt mainly on the lies, the 
distortions and the half-truths by which the opposition led by the Idaho Power 
Co. has attempted to discredit Hells Canyon. But these tactics of confusion 
cannot in the end prevail over the truth. And I venture to predict, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that when Hells Canyon is built and it is providing its great public benefits, 
those who have been leading the opposition will forget their present stand. 
Some now in Congress who are opposing this authorization, or who are doubtful 
about it, including some from the very area that would be so greatly benefited, 
should know that they will be remembered for generations, not for any good 
they may have accomplished, but as the short-sighted men who fought Hells 
Canyon. It is so in the case of Grand Coulee. There are none to be found, 
no individual and no chamber of commerce or other group, who will admit to 
ever having opposed the building of the world’s largest dam—the hub around 
which spins the peacetime economy of the Northwest and which has contributed 
so much to the wartime defense of the Nation. 

And now, Mr. President, that we have examined and exposed the barrages of 
misleading information and double-talk which were presented to the House 
committee in an effort to hide the real facts in the case, let us return briefly to 
the advertisement by the so-called business-inanaged, taxpaying electric light 
and power companies. I want specifically to point out some of its misrepre 
sentations and half-truths. About the only bit of really accurate information 
it contains is the statement that Hells Canyon would cost, in round numbers, 
$357,000,.000. But the impression that the advertisement cleverly attempts to 
leave, which is that the local power company, that is, the Idaho Power Co., pro- 
poses to develop the same amount of power as Hells Canyon, we know to be a 
deliberate falsehood. The statement that “the power company for more than 4 
years, has been ready with plans for a series of five dams” we know to be a 
deliberate falsehood. The power company has applied for a license to build 
only one plant—Oxbow—and has not even applied for a preliminary permit for 
the other four. These facts also demonstrate the calculated attempt to deceive 
the public by such a statement in the advertisement as “All dams can be com- 
pleted and power available in about 245 years.” 

Mr. President, how brazen can selfish interests become’? How audacious can 
selfish interests, such as the Idaho Power Co., become in respect to the use of the 
big lie technique? It will be necessary in protecting the public interest, Mr. 
President, to make speeches as tough as is this one. It is not pleasant to do so, 
but I do not propose to sit here in silence, while the electric power lobby spreads 
through the magazines of America, in huge advertising, gross misrepresentations 
in regard to the facts concerning the Hells Canyon Dam projeet, and then deducts 
the cost of those advertisements from its own tax bill. That amounts to putting 
its hands into the pockets of the taxpayers of America and committing larceny, 
so far as the morality of such tactics is concerned. 

I was shocked when I read in the periodicals previously mentioned this 
misleading, misrepresenting advertisement. 

And in stating that little or no taxes will be paid by the public development of 
Hells Canyon, the advertisement, of course, deliberately fails to mention that 
the increase in industrial development alone that Hells Canyon would make 
possible would result in many millions of dollars of additional tax payments 
annually. 

I would have the members of the Portland Chamber of Commerce give careful 
note to that fact. 

They represent to me in their communications that they are the great apostles 
of free enterprise and private enterprise. I do not yield to any member of the 
Portland Chamber of Commerce in defense of the desirability of maintaining 
free enterprise and private enterprise. 

But why does not the Portland Chamber of Commerce take note of the fact 
that construction of the great multiple-purpose dams in the Pacific Northwest. 
such as MeNary, Grand Coulee, and Bonneville, has been the greatest induce- 
ment to private enterprise in all the history of the Pacific Northwest? The 
electric power energy brought into the Pacific Northwest by the multiple-pur- 
pose dams also brought along in its wake a great number of new businesses, 
which created new jobs, resulting in a larger population, and producing economic 
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prosperity the like of which the Pacific Northwest had never known theretofore. 

Yet the Portland Chamber of Commerce is apparently on record, in the name 
of private enterprise, as favoring the turning over of the water resources of the 
Snake River, belonging as much to the people of Oregon as to the people of other 
States of the Pacific Northwest, to the monopolistic control of the Idaho private 
power company, for the purpose of building five low-head dams, which would 
produce about half the amount of power that this one single dam at the Hells 
Canyon site would produce. 

Thus I say that the Portland Chamber of Commerce, in its shortsightedness, 
has proposed a program that would cheat the people of Oregon and future gen- 
erations of Oregon boys and girls of the maximum development of resources of 
the rivers of that area, and, therefore, of the maximum development of new in- 
dustry, new business, new private enterprise, and the opportunity of having 
thousands of more jobs for the population of that area. 

I am at a loss to understand the shortsightedness of the officials of the Port- 
land Chamber of Commerce in seeking to deny to the future of our State the 
great economic advantages which would accrue from development of the Hells 
Canyon project, and in going on record, in the name of private enterprise, as 
being in favor of turning over not to a private enterprise, but to a monopoly, 
control of the Snake River, which would produce so much less in the way of 
economic benefits to the people of Oregon than would accrue to them from the 
public development of the Hells Canyon project. 

Mr. President, I believe the Portland Chamber of Commerce understand that 
the junior Senator from Oregon does not propose to do their bidding, but pro- 
poses on this issue, as on all other issues, as I have said to them in discussing 
other issues in the past, to place what I consider to be the public interest in the 
primary position of my consideration as I sit in the Senate of the United States. 

Let us look at another claim in this advertisement of the power lobby—and 
that is really what is behind the advertisement—little or no taxes will be paid 
by the public development of Hells Canyon. The advertisement, of course, de- 
liberately fails to mention that the increase in industrial development alone 
which Hells Canyon would make possible, would result in many millions of 
dollars of additional tax payments annually. This is demonstrated clearly by 
the experience of the States of Washington and Oregon and also by the Ten- 
nessee Valley area. And when we consider the wealth that would be added to 
Idaho and eastern Oregon by the irrigation developments that could come into 
being on the basis of repayment assistance from Hells Canyon power revenues, 
the small increase in taxes that the advertisement claims would result from 
private development in the Hells Canyon reservoir area pales into insignificance. 
And in speaking of property taxes it is claimed would be paid by the utilities, 
they are, of course, really paid by the power users. All such taxes are passed 
on by the company to its customers. 

The inability of the phosphate fertilizer people to obtain power at a price that 
will enable them to operate except through the public development of Hells 
Canyon is itself a complete answer to the claim of the advertisement that “power 
produced will be shared by all.” The “all” in this statement clearly means all 
who meet the terms imposed by Idaho Power Co. within what it hopes to keep 
as its tight little domain. 

In these few comments, I have not even attempted to answer all the half- 
truths and the distortions that the copywriters managed to crowd into a one-page 
advertisement. I have, however, covered enough to enable an accurate appraisal 
of the merits of the case the advertisement attempts to make against Hells 
Canyon. 

There is one more fact about the advertisement that IT want to bring to public 
attention. This blatant attempt to confuse the public into permitting the power 
company to preempt from the public the benefits of full development of the Hells 
Canyon site is itself being carried on at the public’s expense. On the one hand, 
the funds to meet the expense of such advertisements, as well as of the rest of 
the utilities’ high-priced and high-pressure publicity campaigns, come from the 
rates they charge the public for electricity. On the other hand, the companies 
claim such expenses as business deductions when computing their income-tax 
payments. So the public pays for these power-company vendettas not just once 
in the form of higher power rates, but twice in the form of reduced power-com- 
pany income-tax payments as well. 

In concluding my remarks, I desire once again to express my fullest support 
for Hells Canyon as a bulwark of free enterprise for which we of the Republican 
arty stanchly stand. For just as Grand Coulee has created new clusters of 
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business through use of its power output in industries, big and little, and through 
the irrigation expansion on the Columbia Basin project, made possible through 
the use of its power revenues, so will Hells Canyon provide the means of liveli- 
hood for thousands of peoplé now alive and thousands yet unborn on farms and 
in new communities. That is the answer to the cries one hears of socialism 
und Socialists, the scarewords used by the monopolists who want te gobble up 
the benefits of the Hells Canyon site. 

But the best answer to those scarewords came from a farmer, Sam Fretwell, 
who had journeyed to Washington, D. C., from the small town of Parma, Idaho, 
in the Boise Valley, to testify at the House hearings. He said: 

“Idaho, being a State of small towns and villages where your next-door neigh- 
bor may have lost his son in the fight against communism, you think twice before 
you ¢all that neighbor a Socialist just because he happens to think that the 
building of Hells Canyon would be a good thing for the defense of our country.” 

This farmer was living evidence before that committee of the real meaning of 
free enterprise. Standing somewhat nervously before the committee, he told in 
simple words how he stood in 1939 “in a sea of sagebrush, shoulder high, with my 
wife and two little children, a shack that you could throw a eat through from 
any direction and hurt the building more than the cat,” 

He went on to say: 

“As I stood there with my wife and those two little children there was just 
two things standing between me and complete failure. Those two things were 
an irrigation shovel and water; water, the precious lifeblood that flows through 
the veins of Idaho, and in the years that have elapsed since that time my hands 
have gripped that shovel handle until I can no longer straighten my fingers and 
during that time I have learned to love that water and I haven't learned to hate 
the Reclamation Burean, either, for putting it there, and it is because I love that 
water and IT want it saved for the people of the State of Idaho that I am here 
today, asking, begging that it be not turned over to a private monopoly.” 

Mr. President, the Republican Party, in convention assembled, is going 
to meet in Chicago in the not too distant future, to adopt a platform and nomi- 
nate a candidate for President of the United States. I recommend to them the 
words of this typical American farmer. I recommend to the Republican Party 
that when it comes to writing a platform it use language which will not let 
down the thousands upon thousands of farmers such as Sam Fretwell, and that 
it write a power-development plank pledging, in language so clear that it cannot 
have a double meaning, that if the Republican Party comes into power as the 
result of the election in November 1952 it will stand four-square for the public 
development of water resources of the rivers of America; that it recognizes, as 
Sam Fretwell recognized, that doing that by the Government for its people is not 
socialism, but is keeping faith with the economic rights and opportunities of its 
people. 

I warn the Republican Party today that if in Chicago in July it does not 
draft such a platform on the power issue and on the many other issues which 
are of such great concern to the American people it will find the Sam Fret- 
wells in November 1952 voting against it. Once again the party will have lost a 
great opportunity to bring the Government of the United States back to the 
people. But the Republican Party must bring the Government back to the 
people, not back to the monopolies. The Republican Party must bring this 
country and its Government back to the people, not to the selfish economic in- 
terests who believe that by the use of such scare words as socialism they can 
steal an election in November 1952. 

The Republican Party had better remember that the American people have 
their eves open, and that there is little likelihood that they can steal an election 
with eves of the voters open. They are going to be opened wide enough to 
read 2 platform, and to read whether or not that platform keeps faith with the 
Sam Fretwells on the farms of America. Any doubletalk in that platform about 
the development of the power resources of this country will not win the votes 
of the Sam Fretwells. 

This man, this farmer, this great citizen from Parma, Idaho, alert in mind 
and body, and resentful of the strong-arm tactics of the power company, was 
only one of 20 or more alert farmers and businessmen who came clear across the 
country to support the Hells Canyon Dam project. They had seen through the 
smog and were looking progressively ahead toward something better in their 
home country. They came from Idaho and Oregon alike. They knew what they 
were talking about. They made a real impression on the committee and the 
others of us who were fortunate enough to meet them. 
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While I have devoted most of my time, and properly, to debunking the bunk 
that is being purveyed by paid professionals and their inadvertent stooges, I 
want to close by telling Senators that a huge ground-swell of understanding is 
spreading. 

The men I spoke of are but 20 of the growing thousands who are lending 
their full support to moving ahead with a progressive public benefit for the 
entire area. They are right, and they know they are right, these thousands 
of people. There are many, many thousands of supporters for Hells Canyon. 
They know the objectives of the self-seeking opposition and they are not 
fooled. The good people of Idaho and Oregon alike want progress, they want 
irrigation, they want industry, they want to produce this much-needed fertilizer, 
they want to develop their mines and their mineral resources, and they will not 
be stopped by unsupportable and distastefully inaccurate propaganda. 

The support for the Snake River project, by the man-on-the-ground is tre- 
mendous; if not now overwhelming, it will be. 

I am proud to stand shoulder to shoulder with farmers and with laboring 
people and with businessmen, large and small, who show judgment and char- 
acter and realistic farsightedness in the national as well as in local matters by 
supporting Hells Canyon and the Snake River project bills before the Senate 
and the House. 

I have but one bit of advice to give those supporters of Hells Canyon project 
from this desk today: “Keep in mind your duty at the ballot box, and make clear 
to the candidates for office in the Pacific Northwest that you want them to 
stand up and be counted on the issue of the Hells Canyon Dam, because you 
intend to make them accountable when you go to the ballot box.” 


Exutpsir No. 10 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN MORGAN M. MOULDER, OF MISSOURI, IN SUPPORT OF 
° H. R. 5748 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, this bill, H. R. 5743, intro- 
duced by Congressman Murdock is of tremendous importance not only to the 
people o¢ the Northwest, but to all citizens of the United States. It authorizes 
the beginning of the development of water power facilities for the production of 
cheap electric power in a region where 52 percent of all our phosphate deposits 
are located. It is definitely conceded that large quantities of power at low cost 
is necessary for the production of phosphatic fertilizers, which are so essential 
for public health and necessary for high food production. 

The so-called Hell’s Canyon project will be self-liquidating and will not cost 
the taxpayers 1 cent. Low-cost electric power is not now available in this region 
for the production of phosphatic fertilizer and private commercial utility com- 
panies have not and will not provide such low-cost electric power so necessary 
for the production of fertilizers in this region where the greater part of our 
supply of phosphates are located. 

The farmers in the great farm States of Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, I}linois, Mis- 
souri, Oklahoma, Kansas, Iowa, Wisconsin, Minnesota, North and South Dakota, 
and Nebraska, will particularly benefit by the construction of the project author- 
ized in this bill, H. R. 5743, because they will be supplied with phosphatic 
fertilizers at low cost by the Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. 

I am authorized to speak for the Missouri Farmers Association on this bill. 
This great farmers organization always stands for and courageously fights for 
the best interests of the farmers in my home State of Missouri. They consider 
this bill highly essential for the future of the farmers of America. I am informed 
that the Farm Bureau also favors this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully urge this committee to take favorable action on 
this bill and ask that my remarks be extended in the record by including this 
stutement entitled: “Why Midwestern Congressmen Should Support the Hells 


Canyon Project.” 
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Wuy MIDWESTERN CONGRESSMEN SHOULD SUPPORT THE HELIS CANYON PROJECT 


LOW-COST POWER IS ESSENTIAL TO AN AMPLE SUPPLY OF PHOSPHATES 


1. It takes about 4,350 kilowatt-hours of electricity to produce a ton Of P.Os 
for fertilizer by the electroprocess. The effective use of phosphate resources in 
the United States necessitates the use of at least 1 million tons of P.O; from 
western phosphate deposits, particularly in the West and North Central States. 
This production would require 4,350,000,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity or 
about one-third of the total output of the Hells Canyon project for this one pur- 
pose alone. 

2. The electroprocess permits the use of lower grade phosphate rock and con- 
sequently will make the western deposits last about four times as long as if the 
wet process were used for making phosphatie fertilizers. 

3. The electroprocess will conserve sulfur since it takes about two-thirds of 
a pound of sulfur to produce a pound of P.O; in the form of concentrated super- 
phosphate by the wet process or sulfuric acid method. The production of 1 mil- 
lion tons of P.O; by the electroprocess would conserve about 680,000 tons of 
sulfur a year. 

4. A more concentrated fertilizer can be produced by the electroprocess. For 
example, 62 percent calcium metaphosphate can be produced instead of 48 per- 
cent concentrated superphosphate. This will reduce freight cost by about 25 
percent. 

5. Low-ost power is essential to low cost fertilizer. It takes 2,100 kilowatt- 
hours of electricity to produce a ton of 48 percent concentrated superphosphate. 
Each increase of 1 mill in the cost of electric power increases the cost of con- 
centrated superphosphate by $2.10 per ton. The differences between 3 mills 
power which the Hell’s Canyon project would provide and 7-mill power which 
private utilities would be willing to provide amounts to $8.40 per ton of 48 per- 
cent concentrated superphosphate. 

6. Power is not available at reasonable cost at present. The Idaho Power 
Co., the Utah Power & Light Co. and the Montana Power & Light Co. have all 
indicated that they do not have available a block of 50,000 kilowatts of power 
at present and are not likely to have any available at less than 7 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour in the future. 

7. The Hells Canyon project would be self-liquidating. The entire project 
costs $357,000,000 of which $315,000,000 would be charged to power. If this is 
amortized over a 50-year period the cost of salable firm power including interest 
and operating costs would be $14.03 per kilowatt year, or about 1.6 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. Such power could be delivered to Georgetown Canyon where the 
Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. owns phosphate deposits for a delivered cost of 
less than 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

8. Hells Canyon project would have a quick pay-out at present prices for elec- 
trical energy. If the electricity from the Hells Canyon project were sold at 
7 mills per kilowatt-hour which is now the private utility rate for large usages, 
the project would repay the cost of the dams in less than 10 years instead of 50 
years now being used for amortization. If the higher charge for electrical 
energy continued for 50 years, the period of amortization, the added return 
would be $2,500,000,000 or seven times the estimated cost of the project. Thus, 
the project would pay for itself eight times in 50 years. 

9. Private power companies would waste the potentialities of the Snake River 
as a source of power because the five run-of-the-river power plants or dams 
would produce less than 40 percent of the power which the Hells Canyon project 
would produce. Thus, the power which would be wasted by the private power 
companies would be enough to produce 1,700,000 tons of P.O; a year for fertilizer 
usage. 

10. Phosphate plants justify low-cost electrie service because of large volume 
of power used. The plant proposed by Central Farmers Fertilizer Co. would use 
approximately 370,000,000 kilowatt-hours of electricity a year on an almost 
continuous demand. 
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LOW-COST WESTERN POWER WOULD CONSERVE PHOSPHATE DEPOSITS 


1. Large quantities of phosphates are needed for soil conservation.—Crop re- 
moval of phosphates at present amounts to about 1,700,000 tons per year and 
domestic needs for phosphate fertilizer usage are estimated to be about 2,863,000 
tons. Of this latter need, 457,000 tons are in the 17 Western States, 
888,000 tons are in 4 North Central States, and 1,526,000 tons in 27 Eastern 
and Southern States. 

2. Western phosphate deposits are an important reserve—Total reserves of 
phosphate in the United States amount to 15 billion tons of which 7,985 million 
are in the Western States. This latter is 52 percent of the total phosphate 
reserves. As a matter of public policy aimed to use natural resources effectively, 
every effort should be made to facilitate the use of western phosphate deposits 
to meet phosphate needs in the North Central and Western States. Low-cost 
electricity is one of the most effective means to make certain that these western 
phosphate deposits are developed rapidly. 

3. Florida deposits are being mined more rapidly.—At the present rate of 
use Florida deposits will be depleted in 760 years, the Tennessee deposits in 
130 years, and the western deposits in 10,000 years. It is in the interest of 
national welfare that the relationship of mining to reserves be more nearly 
equalized between the two large areas. 


LOW-COST ELECTRICAL ENERGY WILL BENEFIT THE GENERAL PUBLIC 


1. Adequate supplies of phosphate are essential for public health because 
phosphorus is an important mineral constituent of the body. 

2. Large supplies of phosphates are necessary to guarantee high food pro- 
duction. The production of most crops can be increased from as much as 30 
to 40 percent if soils low in phosphate are raised to a high level by the applica- 
tion of phosphate fertilizer 

3. Fertilizers increase the efficiency of farming. At present it takes about 
S60 an acre to produce a corn crop and thus it requires about 35 bushels of 
corn to break even on the production of corn. By addition of adequate quantities 
of fertilizer at a cost of S15 to S20 an acre, the yield can be doubled and the 
cost of producing corn reduced from 30 to 50 cents a bushel. 

4. The Hells Canyon project will provide a high tax base for tax-paying 
producers using electrical power from the project. The Bonneville Power 
Administration estimates that $300 million have been invested in plants and 
equipment of the electroprocess operations served by it, compared with the 
Federal power investment in the Pacific Northwest of $400 million. In 1951, 
Federal income tax and excess profit tax on the new operations of that area 
amounted to approximately $17 million. 

». The project would help to alleviate the shortage of power. The National 
Defense Administration estimates that power generating equipment should be 
increased by 32 million kilowatts by 1955 to keep pace with requirements for 
adequate production. 


PROJECT WILL NOT DESTROY IRRIGATION RIGHTS 


Nothing contained in the legislation would limit the use of water for irrigation 
in the area. 
Exuipir No, 11 


STATEMENT OF E. W. Rising, Boise, IpAno 


Mr. Chairman, my name is EF. W. Rising. I desire to file a statement, as an in- 
dividual citizen of Idaho, in connection with your consideration of H. R. 5743. 

For 12 years prior to 1952, I have been engaged in water and land resource 
development activities for Southwestern Idaho Water Conservation Project, Inc., 
of Idaho and the State Water Conservation Board of Montana. Iam still active 
in connection with Montana resource projects. Southwestern Idaho Water 
Conservation Project, Inc., suspended activities at end of 1951. 

I favor the full development of the water and land resources of the Columbia 
and Snake River Basins for all beneficial uses and purposes, including irri- 
gation, flood control, hydroelectric power, and navigation. 
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At the time the President approved H. R. 5472 in 1950, authorizing certain 
projects in the Columbia Basin to be constructed by the Corps of Engineers, he 
called attention to a material defect in the legislation, noting that it did not at 
the same time authorize the projects in the Columbia Basin program to be con- 
structed by the Department of the Interior. The bill H. R. 5748 would not cure 
the defect noted by the President as it proposes the authorization of only two 
of the several units recommended for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

H. R. 5743 as introduced can hardly be classed as a reclamation authorization 
bill. If the committee should consider favorably reporting H. R. 5743, L urgently 
request two amendments to section 1, as follows: 

Page 1, line 7, after comma following “economy” insert words “irrigation of 
lands,” 

Page 1, line S, after comma following “foregoing” insert words “including 
providing financial assistance to Federal reclamation projects,”. 

Asking Idaho and the Congress to favor a program of water resource develop- 
ment for power, flood control, and navigation but omitting irrigation of land is, 
in my opinion, a serious mistake. The economy of Idaho and the Nation requires 
placing at least another million acres of Idaho land under irrigation at the 
earliest possible date. 

In the West, additional irrigation, following the supplying of domestic require- 
ments, is considered the most beneficial use of water. I know, of course, that 
so far as this committee is concerned, I do not need to make a case for irrigation 
of land. I do, however, want to state for the record that the placing of a few 
million acres of land under irrigation in the last few years, and conversions of 
land from pasture and wood lots to cultivation, has not resulted in a net increase 
in the total acreage cultivated in 1915. Hundreds of thousands of acres of good 
farm land are vearly taken out of cultivation for industrial sites, homes, military 
reservations, ete., more than offsetting all new land brought under cultivation, 
together with land reclaimed. 

The population of the United States on February 1, 1952, according to the 
United States Bureau of Census, was 155,997,000 or a gain of 2,695,000 over 
February 1, 1951. These figures indicate a prospective increase in population of 
about 18 percent in the next 10 years or perhaps about 40 percent in the next 20 
years, 

With the diversion of cultivated land to industrial, military, and other purposes 
it is going to be a problem to maintain our present total acreage of cultivated 
lane, without increasing same as certainly will be necessary to provide food 
for our increasing population. It is clear we are going to need millions of acres 
of additional irrigated land, consequently, must always keep in mind in develop 
ins our water resources that consumptive use stands very high in priority. 


BSCRIVER CREEK UNITS 


If the committee should decide that it is mot, at this time, prepared to recom 
mend the authorization of the Hells Canyon Dam, then I suggest, that for purpose 
of providing power that will be urgently needed in the near future, consideration 
be given to immediate authorization of the Scriver Creek power units, with 
capacity of 120,000 kilowatts, ” 

Much has been said in these hearings about need for additional power in the 
phosphate industry. Scriver Creek power plants would be 100 miles closer to 
the phosphate area than the Hells Canyon site, Scriver Creek power if placed 
on the transmission system of the Idaho Power Co, could replace power now 
moving west into the Boise section, and permit the delivery of power generated 
in the Twin Falls-Hagerman area to the phosphate section with a material 
saving in transmission facilities. 

That Idaho has a rapidly expanding market for power is indicated by the fact 
that the Washington Water Power Co. is now constructing a large plant in 
northern Idaho, and according to a recent news release the Idaho Power Co 
has developed 277.000 kilowatts since end of World War IL. 

The Scriver Creek development is feasible and the cost can be fully repaid 
from power sales. The Scriver Creek development is also a necessary part and 
the very next step in any future program to place water for irrigation on the 
Mountain Home lands. 


21139—52—ser. 20-57 
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The separate authorization of the Scriver Creek units may be acconrplished 
under H. R. 5743, by adopting the two amendments that I have heretofore 
suggested, together with an amendment deleting clause (a) section 1 (lines 9 
to 13, p. 2) of the bill and all of sections 2 and 8 of the bill, or by reporting a 
new bill with language as follows: 


A BILL To authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the initial phase of 
the Snake River reclamation project by the Secretary of the Interior 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, for the purposes of the generation of 
hydro-electric power and energy urgently needed for the national deiense, irriga- 
tion of lands, control of floods, navigation, and for purposes incidental to any of 
the foregoing, including providing financial assistance to Federal reclamation 
projects, the initial phase of the Snake River project is authorized to be con- 
structed, substantially in accordance with the physical plans therefor set out in 
the report referred to hereinafter, by the Department of the Interior under the 
supervision and direction of the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred 
to as the “Secretary”) who, in prosecuting his activities under this section and in 
operating and maintaining said project, shall, except as is otherwise provided in 
this Act, be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 
Stat. 388, and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto.) The initial 
phase of the Snake River project shall comprise the Scriver Creek power facilities 
of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division, as described in the report of 
the Commissioner of Reclamation approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951. 

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any moneys in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be required to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. 
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Taxes of electroprocess plants served by the Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion, statement of William A Dittmer___-~- — 
Electroprocess plants served by the Bonne ville Power “Administration 
i Beet eden ee ae ec te eenlinanasin 
Assessed valuation and taxes of electroprocess plants in the ‘Sti ite of 
Washington served by the Bonneville Power Administration, 1950 
and 1951_ aa 

Assessed valu: ation and ts 1Xes ‘of four elec troproe PSS pli ints served by 
the Bonneville Power A Administrs ation in Multnomah County, Oreg., 

1949-50 through 1951-52 __ 

Taxes paid by industry attracted by low-cost power, comments of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior__ 

Taylor, Fred M., attorney, Boise, Idaho, statement submitted for the ree- 
ord analyzing H. R. 5743__- 

Treloar, Donald C., president of Flathead Valley Citizens Committee, Kal 
ispell, Mont., statement submitted for the record in support of H.R. 
5T48_ : . 

Trueblood, Ted, Nampa, Idaho, statement submitted for the record in 
support of H. R. 5743 

U 

Ullman, Albert, realtor and builder, Baker, Oreg., statement submitted for 
the record in support of H. R. 5745 

Union County Chamber of Commerce, brief in support of Hells Canyon 
project—- . 

Union County Pomona Grange, brief in support of Helis Canyon project 

Utah: 

Letter of June 17, 1948, from the State engineer to the Commissioner 
of Reclamation 

Letter of June 14, 1949, from the Governor to the Connunissioner oi 
Reclamation 

Letter of June S, 1949, from the State engineer and interstate streams 
columissioner to the Commissioner of Reclimation 


W 
Washington: 
Letter of July 27, 1948, from the Governor to the Cotunissioner of 
Reclamation 
Letter of June 2, 1249, from the Governor to the Commissioner of 
Reclamation 
Letter of May 18, 1940, from the director, department of conservation 
and development, to the Commissioner of Reclamation 
Washington Public Service Commission, letter dated February 18, 192 
to Hells Canyon Association 
Washington Public Utility Districts Association, Seattle, Wash., statement 
submitted ior the record in support of H. R. 5748 
White, Kucene ss assistant to the Chief Engineer. Bonneville Power Ad 
ministration, statement re transmission lines 
Whittaker, Charles T., secretary-manaver, Rupert Chamber of Commerce, 
Rupert, Idaho, statement submitted for the record in suppert ot H.R. 
5743_ : 

Wilson, Asher, farmer, Twin Falls, Idaho, statement submitted for the 
record in support of H.R. S74 ; : 
Wirth, Conrad L., Director, National Park Service, statement submitted 
for the record concerning the recreational potentialities of the Hells 

Canyon project- 
Wyoming: 

Letter of June 21, 1948, from the State engineer to the Commissioner 
of Reclamation_____-_~ sec atte an 

Letter of June 15, 1949, from the Governor to the Commissioner of 
Reclamation enclosing letter from the State game and fish com- 
CS ree ce. 

Letter of June 2, 1949, from ‘the ‘Governor. to the Commissioner of 
Reclamation enclosing letter from the State engineer_______ painted 
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Young, James H., State senator, Fruitland, Idaho, statement submitted for 
the record in opposition to H. R. 5743___-~_- aigaheianatiorl ‘ ora 9 D45 


COMMITTEE NoTe.—References will be found in this hearing to a committee 
print entitled “Selected Information on Proposed Snake River Reclamation 
Project, Including Hells Canyon Dam,” submitted by the Department of the 
Interior in response to the request of Hon. Clair Engle, chairman, Subcommittee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation. The information contained in the committee 
print is embodied in this hearing as follows: 

Committee print exhibit A: Importance of power in the development of irri- 
gation projects. Committee print, pages 1 to 4, inclusive; hearing, pages 115 
to 118, inclusive. 

Committee print exhibit B: Comparisons, Hells Canyon with Oxbow and various 
plans for ultimate development. Committee print, pages 4 to 10, inclusive: 
hearing, pages 431 to 438, inclusive. 

Committee print exhibit C: Comparison of prime power capability and financial 
analysis presented in House Document 475 with those in testimony on H. R, 
5743 in hearings before the Subcommittee on Irrigation of the House Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, March-April, 1952. Committee print, 
pages 11 to 15, inclusive; hearing, pages 452 to 465, inclusive. 

Committee print exhibit D: Reply to the testimony of Holland Houston, con- 
sulting engineer, April 3, 1952. Committee print, pages 15 to 22, inclusive; 

hearing, pages 612 to 620, inclusive. 
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